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EXECUTIVE.SUMMARY

For the last decade, colleges and unjversities have been
operating.in intense conditions of scarce resources and
environmental uncertainty. In response, institutions have
-experimented with more aggressive recruitment of stu-
dents, redesigned programs to make students more job
oriented, expanded develdpinent, tightened controls

on expenditures, controlled enrollment in high-demand
programs, and deferred maintenance on buildings and
equipment. - 4

One major result has been almost frantlc attempts to
expenment with different modes of academic staffing, most
of which are attempts to preserve or create more flexible
policies and practices. The literature and national confer-
ences of academic administrators are filled with discus-
sions om alternatives.to tenure, the proper use of part-time
faculty, incentives for early retirement, retraining faculty,
and retrenchment.

More flexible strategies should _hot be used to justify the
retrenchment of tenured or tenure-track faculty, however.
The retrenchment of tenured faculty should be considered
only as a last resort and only by institutions that have been
stripped. of their budgetary flexibility and lack other op-
tions for bnngmg programs info lme with students’ needs.

- . . "

What Staffing Practices Are Being Used?

Although tenure systems are operative in 94 percent of all

four-year colleges and universities and about 57 percent of

all full-time faculty are tenured, tenure per se is not an

insurmountable barrier to increased flexibility. Institutions
-have at least four major opportunities to reduce expendi-

tures or to reallocate personnel: -

l The decision to/ create a position or to hire replace-
ments for faculty leaving the institution (position con-
trol);

2. The decision about the typé of appointment to be
made (conversion to a no-tenure system, use of non-
tenure tracks, and-part-time appointments);

3. The decision to reduce the rate at which tenure-track
faculty receive tenure (tenure quotas, extended pro-
bationary periods, suspension of the ““up-or-out”

- rule, stricter standards for awarding tenure);




-

.

4. The decision to increase the number of tenured fac-
ulty leaving the institution (posttenure performance
review, incentives for early retirement, \retrenchm=nt)

. or to convert underused tenured faculty to more pro-
ductive use (faculty retraining programs).

<

The decision to create or fill a position is an essential
ingredient in fiscal—as well as personnel-—-management.
The key issue in managing positions through attrition is
establishing a review of vacated positions that considers
both institutionwide and departmental needs.

Fixed-term and/or rolling contracts provide an opportu-
nity to achieve greater flexibility in staffing. Little evidence
supports the view that such contracts stimulate faculty
turnover, however, although they do limit the institution’s
fiscal commitment to the position to a relatively short
period of time. .

In the fall of 1981, 65 percent of four-year colleges and
universities had full-time faculty on non-tenure-track
appointments. These non-tenure-track appointments
accounted for 12 percent of all full-time faculty. They allow
institutions to hedge their long-tertn support for the posi-
tion yet encourage faculty members to devote full time to
teaching and research. -

Approximately 25 percent of all faculty teaching in four-
year colleges and universities are employed part time. The
use of part-timers permits institutions to gain important sav-
ings, increases the opportunity for institutions to respond to
changing student and curricular needs, and provides an
important buffer against fluctuations in enrollment.

The tenure quota is one of the more common devices for
limiting the number of tenured faculty; almost 30 percent
of the institutions in the Project on Reallocation had a
quota. The quota is simple to administer, promotes flexibil-
ity, tends to encourage selectivity and rigor, and may keep
costs down. Some argue, however, that quotas are inequi-
table, encourage rapid turnover, discourage institutional
commitment by young faculty members, and actually are
inflexible and rigid.

The use of longer or extended probgg.onary periods pro-
vides the opportunity to defer decisions about tenure.
Adopting stricter standards for tenure may keep tequre

-
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ratios lower. These two practices are difficult to imple-
ment; they are seldom supported by faculty and may in
effect have all the strengths and weaknesses of quotas.

The systematic review of tenured faculty occurs in
slightly more than half of the four-year colleges and univer-
sities. About 3 percent of the 318 institutions in the sample
actually use such reviews to terminate tenured faculty.

Institutions may use at least five types of incentives to
encourage faculty to retire early: increased benefits, lump-
sum payments, enhanced annuities, phased retirement, and
continuation of fringe benefits. Less than 30 percent of the
institutions have a formal early retirement program. Incen-
tives for early retirement can be a useful tool in a limited
number of cases, may have one-time, short-term effects on
the composition of a faculty, and are complex to adminis-
ter equitably. ) -

Of the 16 percent of institutions that reported retrench-
ing faculty, about half cited program closure or reduction
and declining enrollments as the reasons. Bona fide finan-
cial exigency and program closure are legitimate grounds
for retrenchment, but the use of program reduction as a
reason to dismiss tenared faculty is highly controversial,

One of the least used devices for gaining curricular flexi-
bility is retraining faculty through granting paid leaves.
Even so, about 17 percent of the institutions are retraining
faculty for new or revised assignments. Institutions have
few incentives to retrain faculty when sufficient trained
faculty already are available in the marketplace.

A faculty flow model can clarify alternatives; it must be
easily adaptable to changing circumstances and have the
support of top management. To be successful, it must be
kept simple. Even successful flow models, however, can-
not make decisions; they are best used as management and
*planning tools to evaluate personnel and fiscal strategies.

(4

How Effective Are Reallocation Strategies?

The discussion about the effectiveness of the four realloca-
tion strategies clusters around three topics: the content and
impact of budget cuts, the strengths and weaknesses of
various devices for reduction and reallocation, and consul-
tation processes.




Budget cuts are felt in both academic and nonacademic
- areas, and they put great pressure on existing systems of
allocating resources and setting priorities. Decremental
budgeting systems are very difficult to implement over the
years because of political forces on and off campus.
Effective use of the various strategies requires good °
leadershlp, a reasonably consistent definition of the prob-
lems and'opportunities, and realistic eXpectations as to °
what is possible. It usually is not reasonable, for example,
to expect to save actual dollars by reorganizing or closing
- programs unless personnel are terminated. The most one
might expect is fo avoid future cost increases.

The process of reallocation is complex and should involve
broad consultation. Consultation with faculty committees !
about reduction and reaflocation tends to be most effective l
when faculty are asked about methods and criteria to be used l
rather than about specific programs or people. :

w

How Can Institutions Become More Flexible?

Institutional flexibility should not be equated with institu-
tional autonomy. No single policy or practice discussed
here has the potentjal to restore flexibility in an institution.
In the aggregate, however, the more ¢ffective management
of all these practices and policies can lead to greater flexi-
bility and, if matched with a three- to five-year perspective,
can result in the institution’s improved performance.
Administrators would be wise to implement the following
suggestions:

- @ Develop an appropriate and comprehensive institu-
tional strategy.

® Know the institution.
¢ Know what the institution values, ,
® Temper expectations with reahsm ’ :’
® Link personnel and fiscal affairs. '
¢ Match solutions to prob‘iems. }
*® Manage entry to the tenure track. a

- . » 9 Managepositions and develop people. .

® Préserve managerial prerogatives by exercising them.

*
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"-FOREWORD"

o

Fiscal responsibility is becoming the chief focus of govern-

e

operatmg budget on faculty and staff salaries, beneﬁtskand
pensions, budgetary control efforts naturally begin here.
The ability to alter the faculty’s composition on an annual
basis is vital to ensuring the survivability of ssme schools,
due to the wide fluctuations of normal revenue sources,.
such as uncertain federal and state support, problematic

_ private giving, inflation, demographic shifts, and changing

stiudent course preferences. Flexibility in academic staffing
is one method by which administrators can retain academic
excellénce without incurfing excessive or long-term
expenses. Flexibility in academic staffing means the old
stepladder system frorh assistant professor through associ-
ate professor to full professor will not exist for every fac-
ulty position. Although tenure is justified and meritorious,
maintaining the pace of tenure-track assignments is impos-
sible when fully 57% of the professors at four-year colleges
and universities are tenured. Administrators can help con-
trol their shrinking budgets by hiring more part-time fac-

-ulty members, using éither fixed-term or rolling contracts,

employing non-tenured-track personnel, or absorbing some
tenured positions as faculty members retire. Agreement
will have to be reached between faculty and administrators
before any option can work harmoniously.

The authors are especially qualified to address the issue
of staffing vactices. Under a grantfrom the Lilly Endow-
ment administered through the Teachers Insurance and
Annuity Associauon/College Retirement Equities Fund,
Kenneth Mortimer, vice president and vice provost of The
Pennsylvama StateUniversity, directed the Project on
Reallocation in Higher Education, assisted by Marque Bag-
shaw and Annette Caruso. Tke project was the basis for
much o4 information contained in this report. Dr. Mor-
timer, Dr. Bagshaw, the executive assistant to the presi-
dent at Clark University, and Andrew Masland, senior .
marketing specialict at Digital Equipment Cérporation—all
formerly of the Center for the Study of Higher Education
at the Pennsylvania State University—focus on three main
areas. First, they consnder the environmental conditions
that have brought about this state of affairs. Second, they
compare 13 specific academic staffing practices, and




———

finally, recommend ways that administrators and faculty

«can best implement these procedures. The benefits and dis-

advantages of each option are discussed in turn, thereby
producing a comprehensive examination of the issues.

It is with great pleasure that we introduce our fourteenth
series with this issue. To more accurately reflect the aim of
this series, we have changed the title to the ASHE-ERIC
HigheLEWcaiign Reports We remain committcd to pro-
that synthesize and analyze the major literature und institu-
tional practices.

Jonathan D. Fife
Series Editor

‘Professor and Director

ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education
The George Washington University
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INTRODUCTION

-Given the prevailing conditions of scarce resources and
environmental uncertainty, institutions of higher education

- need to become more flexible in academic staffing and.to

develop personnel strategies that will serve them well in

allocating resources. The pursuit of flexibility, however,
should not be used to justify the wholesale retrenchment of
tenured.and tenure-track faculty members. Most institu-
tions are firmly committed to the principles and practices
of academic tenure, and the retrenchment of tenured fac-

- ulty should be carried out only as a last resort and only by
institutions that have been stripped of budgetary flexibility
and lack other, more humane options for bringing expendi-
tures and programs into line with revenues and students’
‘needs. The development of reasonable flexibility is consis-
‘tent with the development of reasonable numbers of hrghly
qualified tenure-track faculty. .

Four general factors may limit an institution’s flexibility
in attempting to manage scarce resources and to adapt to
environmental uncertainty: (1) excessive external budget-
ary controls, (2) limited time to respond to change (3) lim-
ited capacrty to reallocate resources, and (4) internal op-
position.

Institutions that depend on state appropriations for oper-
ating revenues often are constrained by state-imposed bud-
getary policies and practrces The fiscal and administrative
controis include: -

1. The authority of institutions to carry funds forward
from one year to the next, to expend excess income,
and to invest funds;

2. The procedures imposed on procurement, contract-
ing, disposal of property, and personnel policy;

“ 3. The authority to reallocate funds among categories of

appropriations during the budget year;

4. The special review processes established for sensitive
areas, such.as purchasing data-processing equipment
and traveling;

5. The monitoring and regulation of hiring through
[state-level] “‘position control’’ (Mingle 1983, p. 5).

Other external constraints include the mandatory return to
the state of salaries saved when positions are vacated and
elaborate mechanisms for securing external approval to

Fb ri'bimy in Academic Staffing
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close academic programs. Although intended to achieve
coordination of public services and accountability in the
expenditure of public funds, these policies and practices
may limit an institution’s staffing flexibility.

The need to move rapidly in response to environmental
change may also impose limits on an institution’s flexibility.
A public institution that has developed a detailed, multiyear
plan for reducing expenditures, for example, may find these

- plans wiped out by a sudden and unexpected mid-year reci-
_sion of its state appropriation. R

Many institutions have limited capacity to reallocate
resources because of the small scale of their operations or
because of the magnitude of their long-term commitment of
resources in the form of tenure obligations. One of the
assumptions implicit in most reallocation strategies is that
funds and positions can be taken from one area of an insti-
tution and allocated to another area without jeopardizing
the institution’s essential viability. Although a large institu-
tion can create a substantial pool of resources for realloca-
tion by marginal assessments of its typicalily large number
of subunits or by significant selective reduction of some
units, a small institution frequently lacks a broad enough
budget base to accumulate resources for large-scale reallo-
cation. Small liberal arts institutions in particular may be
unable to discriminate easily between the essential and the
expendable in their academic programs (because no part of
the curriculum is expendable) and may be unable to garner
substantial amounts to reallocate from one corner of the
institution to another.

Tenure decisions represent long-term salary commit-
ments and are reinforced by strong professional, tradi-
tional, and ethical norms that are difficult to quantify. In
the aggregate, tenure commitments may limit an institu-
tion’s capacity to reallocate funds internally. A decision to
tenure a 35-year-old faculty member, for example, proba-
bly will cost more than $1 million by the time the professor
retires (Chait 1984, p. 25). Under conditions of declining
resources and environmental uncertainty, the most mean-
ingful measure of whether tenure levels at an institution are
too high is the extent to which the commitmegt of the insti-
tution’s resources, to existing tenured positions prevents
the institution from maintaining or developing the capacity
to reallocate-resources. .

17 .




Internal opposition to decisions to reallocate resources
can significantly reduce staffing flexibility. Institutions with
organized faculties may be unable to avoid bargaining
away some flexibility in contract negotiations and may be
constrained by a formal contractual agreement to use some
staffing options in preferencé to others. Academic deans
and department heads who stand to lose funds-or positions
. by certain staffing options will seldom think |mplementmg
such options to bé fair or wise. Governmental agencies,
special-interest groups, accrediting organizations, and
alumni can become effective political allies of those within
the institution who are opposed to changes in staffing poli-
cies or to the reallocation of resources. Institutional lead-
ers may find the Same arguments they use in seeking
greater freedom from external control used against them
by their own academic units. -

Many of the observations in this work denve directly from
the analysis of data gathered by the Project on Reallocation
in Higher Education, a national study of the methods and
extent of institutional efforts to reallocate resources (see
Mortimer; Bagshaw, and Caruso 1985). Since 1982, the Proj-

-ect on Reallocation has gathered information on the prevail-

ing faculty staffing practices in four-year colleges and univer-
sities, identified patterns of reallocation and reduction, and
analyzed the implications of these practices and patterns.
The project reviewed published and fugitive {iterature on aca-
demic staffing and reallocation, conducted site visits at nine
institutions, and interviewed the chief academic officers (or
their designates) at 318 respondent institutions in a telephone
survey of 369 randomly selected four-year colleges and uni-
versities (an 86 percent response rate). Interview data were
matched with other institutional information, such as enroll-
ment history, Carnegie classification, and type of control.
The 318 institutions that provided data for the survey repre-
sented shghtly more than 23 percent of the population of
"U.S. four-year colleges and universities, excluding profes-
sional schools and other specialized institutions,

Thus, this work includes observations from national and

.from campus-based perspectives, a rather comprehensive

literature review, and other studies of institutional adapta-_
tions (see, for example, Bagshaw 1984; Johnson and Morti-
mer 1977; Mortimer 1981; Mortimer, Bagshaw, and Caruso
1985; Mortlmer and Ladd 1981; Mortimer and Taylor 1984;

:‘{ﬂribility in Academic Staffing. :
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Mortimer and Tierney 1979). It is organized in three main
sections. The first section briefly reviews the environmen-
tal conditions that have contributed to institutions’ budget- .
ary problems and outlines‘the broad framework within
which institutions have sought to develop strategies for
coping with these conditions. The second section examines
13 specific academic staffing practices in some detail, typi-
cally describing the practicé, the extent to which it is cur-
rently used among four-year colleges and institutions, and

. thé'important considerations ih an institution’s decision to

use the practice. Thie second section also includes a discus-
sion of faculty flow models as a management and-planning
tool in evaluating personnel and fiscal strategies and a gen-
eral discussion of reallocation and reduction strategies.

The final section offers a nymber of recommendations for
institutions seeking to maintain or increase their flexibility
in staffing.




' THE INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT

In the mid-1980s, the dominant feature of the institutional
context. is uncertainty in the face of scarce resources. This
situation derives from a combination of demographic and
economic conditions and-projections that have been dis-
cussed frequently in the literature (see, for example, Car-
negie Council 1980; Mortimer and Tierney 1979, Stadtman
1980) and may be encountered differently in different insti-
-tutional settings: -

1. Smaller numbers of potential college students in the
traditional college-age population. Nationally, the number
of individuals in the U.S. population aged 18 to 24 reached
a high of about 30.4 million in 1981 and is projected by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census to decline by 5.6 percent to
28.7 million in 1985, and by 22.0 percent to 23.7 million in
1995, before climbing slightly and leveling off at about 25
million near the year 2000 (American Council on Education
1984, p. 4). The number of 18-year-olds in the population
peaked in 1979 at 4.3 million and is projected to decline by
_ 14.0 percent to 3.7 million in 1985, and by 23.3 percent to

3.3 millien in 1995, before rising to the 1984 level of 3.8
million in the year 2000 and dropping only slightly on an
annual basis thereafter (American Council on Education
1984, p. 5).

Although total enrollment at all institutions of higher
education has grown from 11-million in the fall of 1976 to
12.46 million in 1983 (a 13.6 percent increase), the rate of
annual growth has slowed. The record fall 1983 enrollment
represents only a modest 0.3 percent gain over the fall 1982
figures, and preliminary analysis of fall 1984 enrollments
suggests that 1984 will be close to the 1983 total of 12.46
million (Evangelauf 1984, p. 1). While future college rates
of attendance remain uncertain, the direct impact of poten-
tially fewer college students is that revenues from tuition
and fees may decline proportionally as a result “solely [of]
a decline in the number of }  persons paying that tuition”
(Mortimer and Tierney 1979 p. 9. .

2. Uncertain federal support. The federal share of the
burden of financing educational and general institutional
purposes decreased from 23 to 16 percent, nationally, in
the, 1970s (Carnegie Council 1980, pp. 11-12). By 1980-81,
the percentage derived from thie federal government for
these purposes had declined to 14.9 percent (American
Council on Education 1984, p. 45).

¢ ¢ e the
dominant
feature of the
institutional
context is
uncertainty in
the face of
scarce
resources.
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Federal support for higher education in the form of funds
to perform research averaged about 1.8 percent of the U.S.
gross national product (GNP) in the 1960s and about 1.3
percent of the GNP in the 1970s, rising at the end of the
decade (Carnegie Council 1980, p. 125). Changes in federal
guidelines for research have reduced the amount of institu-
tional expenditures recoverable by institutions as indirect
costs of federal grants and contracts (Roark 1978). Federal
agencies have in recent years increasingly shifted to
smaller grants and short-term research commitments,
**with seriously destabilizing effects’’ on university
research (National Commission 1983; p. 52).

The federal government is debating-the level of support
to be-given students. Federal student aid policy in recent
years has placed more of the burden of financing a college
education onto the student, with an as-yet-undetermined
effect on rates of attendance and on institutional budgeéts.

3. Uncertainty in state appropriations. Although it varies
widely by state and region, the rate of growth in state appro-
priations to colleges and universities has not been constant
across states or over time, both because of economic condi-
tions that have reduced tax revenues and because of a gen-
eral devaluation of higher education as a state funding prior-
ity during the 1970s (Mortimer and Tierney 1979, p. 12). On
the average, ctate appropriations to colleges and universities
in 1983 showed the smallest one-year increase, 6.2 percent,
in more than 20 years (Magarrell 1983, p. 1). While some
states have had more robust budgets and have increased their
appropriations recently, the long-range outlook is uncertain.
A preliminary report by the National Governors Association
and the National Association of State Budget Officers indi-
cates that the growth of state tax revenues is expected to
slow in the next two years (Magarrell 1984). State-assisted
institutions in several states have experienced the destabiliz-
ing effects of mid-year recisions of their state funds when
state tax revenues.fell as the result of unanticipated economic
downturns.

4. Problematic private giving. In total dollar amount,
voluntary suppott of institutions of higher education has
increased every year since 1975, but the purchasing power
of this support in constant dollars increased by only about
9 percent between 1975-76 and 198182 (American Council
on Education 1984, p. 43). Historically, private giving has
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increased with increased economic productivity and

decreased during economic recession (Mortimer and Tier- ~ ”

ney 1979, p. 135, andthe resuits of institutional efforts at

private fund raising are_conditioned by uncertainty in the

.economy. Furthermore, the percentage of institutional

income derived from private giving has remained modest

and fairly-stable during the past decade: 4.9 percent of cur-

rent fund income in 197475, 4.8 percent in 1978-79, and

4.8 percent in 1980-81 (American Council on Education

1984, p. 45). Despite **heroic’’ institutional efforts and

expenditures to significantly expand or retool development ) >

programs, growth iff revenues from gifts is unlikely to off-

set declining revenues in other areas.

S. Inflation. Double-digit inflation in the 1970s severely .
eroded the purchasing power of institutions. The higher edu-
cation price index, which uses 1967 prices as an index to
measure the effects of ¢hanging prices on a fixed group of
goods and services purchased by colleges and universities,

"+ rose from 121.0 at the end of fiscal 1970 to 238.3 by the end
of fiscal 1980 (American Council on Education 1984, p. 31).
Faculty salaries did not keep pace with inflation in the 1970s

., and fell behind salary levels for comparable positions in other

- professions and in business (Heim 1980). While the costs of

operating and maintaining classrooms, dormitories, and other
physncal plant, and the costs of library and laboratory materi-
als, supplxes an- research equipment continue to rise in the
1980s at a lower rate, many institutions have yet to fully
recover fro a past fiscal stringencies brought on by the last ,
economic r ‘ession. These institutions badly need to repair -
plant, replar:e equipment, and adjust faculty compensation to

_ restore son:2 measure of academic quality and institutional

vitality.
6. Increased accountability costs. Demands for account-

. ability by legislatures and government agencies and for

compliance with other mandated programs, such as affir-
mative action and equal employment opportunity, and
greater willingness to resort to legal action on the part of
students, faculty, and external agencies have added costs
in the form of new record- keepmg functions and additional
support personnel.

7. Increased faculty costs. The enormous growth in the
size of the professoriate in the 1960s, the proportionate
growth in the tenured ranks, the near-zero growth in job
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openings for faculty in the late 1970s and early 1980s, and
the extension of compulsory retirement to age 70 through
the Age Discrimination in Employment Act have helped to
create a situation in which the professoriate has grown
older, relatively immobile, difficult to reduce in size, and
more expensive tg employ. Fringe benefits (including insti-
tutional contributions to social security) have become an

. increasingly larger percentage of institutional costs.
According to a report by TIAA/CREF, the average expen-
diture of four-year colleges and universities for employee
retirement and insurance benefits in 1984 was 18.6 percent
of payroll costs, compared with 18 percent in 1981. Social
security taxes and other mandatory em sloyer payments
averaged 6.4 percent of payroll in 1984, compared with 6
percent in 1981 (Jacobson 1985, p. 27). « :

8. Shifts in students’ coursé preferences. The shift in
students’ preferences that began in the 1970s for more nar-
rowly job-oriented courses of study has created staffing
and funding imbalances between high- and low-deinand
areas of study (Stadtman 1980). This situation-has given
many institutions the choice of making.additional expendi-
tures for faculty, instructional and laboratory facilities, and
sophisticated equipment in some high-demand areas (such
as computer science) or capping enrolliments in those
areas, thereby closing off one valuable source of additional
revenue. Regardless of the choice, these institutions must
still deal with continuing to.émploy and pay faculty in low-
demand areas.of study -

These conditions, as stated eatlier, are unlikely to affect
every institution to the same degree or in the-same way.
For.example, with regard to enrollment patterns, thé Proj-
ect on Reallocation survey found that growth in enroliment
was the dominant experience of four-year colleges and uni-
versities over the period 1972 to 1981 (Mortimer, Bagshaw,
and Caruso 1985, p. 10). At about 69 percent of respondent
institutions in that study, enrollment increased 5 percent or
more (the enrollment *‘gainers’’) over the period, and at
only 20 percent of respondent institutions, enroliment
decreased S percent or more (the enroflment ‘‘decliners’).
The remaining 11 percent of respondent institutions experx-
enced enrollment decreases or increases of les$' than S per-
cent (the “‘stable enrollment’’ institutions). Various institu-
tional types experience significantly different enroliment




v

(see table 1). A latger percentage of doctorate-granting
institutions gained enrollment (81 percent), and a larger
percentage of liberal arts colleges (28 percent).experienced
declining enrofiment. -

N TABLE 1
CHANGE IN.FTE ENROLLMENT, FALL 1972 TO FALL
1981, BY CARNEGIE CLASSIFICATION® -

+ o« Carnegie Growth Stable Decline
Classification® N % N % N . %

1.0 Doctorate-granting 34 81 ~ 3 7- 5 12
2.0' 'Comprehensives 100 74 15 11 2 15
3.0 Liberalarscolleges 80 60 16 12 37 . 28

Totals® 215 69 34 11 6 20

*Change.is defined as at least S percent growth or decline in FTE enroll-
ment. .
®For a discussion of specific Carnegie glassiqcations, see Camegie Coun-
. cil 1976. -

<Six of the 318 institutions in the sampl: did not exist in 1972. This range
of Camegie classification categories includes atl U.S. four-year colleges
and universities, excluding professional schools and other specialized
institutions. s

Source: The Project on Reallocation (Mortimer, Bagshaw, and Caruso
1985). . s

.
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INSTITUTIONAL CGPING STRATEGIES

-

Institutions seekihg to manage scarce.resources have a lim-
ited number of strategics they can develop: generate addi-
tional revenues, reduce expenditures, reallocate internal
resources to producc institutional services more efficiently,
or do all threeZ - ) ‘ el

To generate revenues, some institutions ha\\"é’“é’)'(peri-
mented with more aggressive recruitment of both tradi-
tional college-age and older clienteles, and some have low-
ered or adopted miore flexible admissions policies to
increase enrollments. A number of institutions have begun

" to hire directors of *enrollmentfmanagement”—a title that )
ying out market research on .

reflects a new emphasis on ¢
prospective applicants and devising new admissions strate-
gies. Some institutions have added more job-oriented pro-
grams to the curriculum and redesigned existing programs

to appeal more directly to students. Many institutions have
increased tuition while, in some cases, trying to project the
number of students who may choose not to enroll at given
levels of tuition increase. Almosi every institution has.
attempted to revitalize or expand its development or pri- o
vate giving program in recent years. '

On the other side of the ledger, options to reduce expen-
ditures fall into two categories: those directed at curbing
the rate of growth in expenditiires and those directed at
reducing the absolute size of annual budget expenditures.
One way of curbing expenditures to deal with enrollmen/
surges in areas like business, engineering, and computer,
svience is to cap enrollment$: Almosi one-third of respon-
dent institutions in the Project on Reallocation.survey had -
initiated institutionwide or program-specific enrollment
caps.-The use of enrollment caps appears to be concen?
trated in certain types of institutions: Almost two-thirds of
the respondent doctorate-granting institut}qns had capped
enrollment, whereas over 80 percent of liberal arts colleges
had not. Doctorate-granting-universities were significantly
more nkely to have used this management device to con-
trol or limit imbalances resulting from student demand.
Caps on specific programs accounted for 70 percent of
-reported enrollment caps. ' :

Some institutions have attempted to reduce the growth
of nonacademic expengitures by giore efficient operations,
purchasing, and scheduling and by deferring qxpemfitures
like normal maintenarice-of physical plant and purchase of *

<
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 benefits may constitute 70 to 80 percent of an institution’s

»

new and replacement equipment. Maintenance cannot be
deferred indefinitely, however, and deferred purchase of
equipment in instructional and research areas may jeopar-
dize research and instructional quality.

These savings, while significant, 1o not alter the fact that
faculty and supporting staff salaries, wages, and fringe

operating budget expenditures \Mortimer and Tierney
1979, p. 35). Thus, important opportunities for reducing the
growth of expenditures lie in the area of salaries—cutting
salaries, freezing salaries, reducing (or *‘deferring’ ) salary .
increments, collapsing vacant positions, reducing the num-
ber of personnel, and adopting alternatives to tenure-track
staffing. -

Because the greater part of an institution’s budget is
devoted to academic salaries, efforts to significantly reduce
the absolute size of budget expenditures focus-on academic
areas. Basically, an institution has two options: to change
student/faculty ratios or to change the composition of the
faculty so as to lower the total dollar amount of faculty
costs. Increasing the number of students while holding the
number of faculty constant is essentially a strategy to gen-
erate revenue; holding the number of students constaat
while decreasing the number of faculty is a strategy to
reduce expenditures. Both may adversely affect facuity
and student morale and the quality of advising and instruc-
tion. Nonetheless, reducing the number of faculty and the
number of faculty positions by collapsing vacant positions,
retrenchment, or seeking early retirements has become a
necessity for some institutions.

Tenure commitments add to the difficulty of reducing
budget expenditures by decreasing the number of faculty.
Based on the results of the Project on Reallocation survey,
94 percent of American four-year coileges and universities
have a tenure system, and 57 percent of all full-time faculty
at four-year institutions are tenured. Efforts to change the
composmog of an institution’s faculty to reduce the long-
term costs of tenure commitments have included use of -
part-time and non-tenure-tragk-appointments, implementa-
tion of tenure quotas, and tougher enforcement of criteria
for tenure and promotion (or new, tougher criteria).

Internal reallocation of funds is an area where instituy-
tions have the most flexibility when the growth of revenues
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declines, largely because funds are a liquid resource (Car-
negie Council 1975, p. 87; Shapiro 1978, p. 21). Faculty
members, however, are a relatively illiquid resource; they
cannot be divested or reallocated easily. As an extreme
example, a fenured professor of classizs with 15 years of
service cannot be converted efﬁcnently into an entry-level
part-tim¢ instructor in° computer science. Nevertheless,
some institutions have converted underused tenured fac-
ulty members in areas of low student demand to more pro-
> ductive resoutces through faculty exchange programs and
programs to retrain faculty for new assignments.

Thus a major problem for institutions séeking to reduce
expenditures and to use revenues more efficiently is the
problem of how to limit the growth or reduce the number
of tenure commitments, make more flexible.staffing
arrangements, and reallocate faculty and thereby avoid
paying an increasingly higher price for production
resources that because of changés in student demand or
because of tenure commitments might not be efficiently
employed. The following section examines specific faculty
staffing practices and general institutional strategies that
address these issues.

-
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FLEXIBILITY IN ACADEMIC STAFFING

Flexibility in Tenure and Staffing
Tenure remains the.central feature of academic staffing

- policy.on.most U.S. campuses. Approximately 85 percent

of all American coxlelzes and universities, including-two-

year institutions, have tenure systems. About 59 percent of

all full- time faculty have tenure (Chait and Ford 1982, p.
ix). Ninety-four percent of four-year colleges and universi-
ties have tenure systems, and about 57 percent of all full-
time faculty at four-year colleges and universities have ten-
ure (Mortimer, Bagshaw, and Caruso 1985). Clearly, tradi-
tional tenure remains firmly in place (Di Biase 1979).

Some of the factors that perpetuate traditional tenure
include (1) the pervasiveness of tenure systems among
institutions of higher education, which discourages devia-

_ tion from accepted practice; (2) the resilience of the princi-

ples of tenure of freedom and economic security against
attack from external agents; (3) the legality of seniority;

and (4) support for tenure systems by faculty umions (Chait

1979; Chait and Ford 1982).

With the onset of * no growth’* and decline in the early
1970s, however, some institutions began to view their ten-
ure ratios—the proportion of institutioral faculty that is
tenured—as impediments to respondizg to changed cir-
cumstances. A high tenure ratio, for example, is one indi-
cator of poténtial danger in faculty personnel systems (Fur-
niss 1974). If an institution has a high tenure ratio, it is
argued, it will have more difficulty in opening or closing

" academic programs, freeing resources.to respond to shifts

in student demand, or improving the quality of existing

" programs and providing for institutional renewal by hiring

new faculty.

* One of the biggest problems associated wnth the use of .
tenure ratio as an indicator of staffing mﬂexnblhty is the
lack of agreement on a standard measure. Most published
works on the subject of tenure ratios do nop state how the
tenure ratio is defined, which leads to fuzzy thinking on the
topic. Should the tenure ratio, for example, include on!y
full-time faculty? Are all levels of instructional.staff, in-
cluding gradua“te assistants and visiting or temporary fac-
ulty, part of the calculation? Should the institution include
administrators who no longer teach but continue to hold

- tenured appointments? Are only those individuals who -
hold tenure or who.are eligible for tenure included in the

-

I
A high tenure
rafio . . . is
one indicator
of potential
danger in
faculty
personnel
systems.
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calculation, or should facult§' members who are not eligible
for tenure be included? The answers to these and similar
questions can make large differences in calculations of the
tenure ratio.

Which method of calculating tenure ratios is best
depends on how and why the ratio is used. Many reports of
tenure ratios.appear to use a ratio of full-time tenured fac-
ulty divided by full-time tenured and tenure-track faculty.
This ratio excludes part-time and tenure-ineligible instruc-
tional staff and in some cases gives the appearance of a
decrease over time in institutional flexibility. As an alterna-
tive, an appropriate way to measure tenure ratio, if an
institution is interested in measuring the extent to which
the institutional budget is committed to tenured faculty, is
the number of tenured faculty divided by total full-time
equivalent (FTE) faculty, including graduate students who
teach. In this case, the emphasis of the measure is on flexi-
bility in total instructional staff.

Differences in-calculating tenure ratio can affect the
measure (and perception) of stafﬁng flexibility. As shown
in table 2, the Project on Reallocation found that, on the
average, about 57 percent of all full-time faculty-at four-
year colleges and universities were ténured in fall 1981.
Measuring the tenure ratio as the percentage of full-time
faculty that is tenured, however, ignores,the additional
staffing flexibility many institutions have gained by using
part-time faculty. When part-time: s are taken into account
and the tenure ratio is calculated as the percentage of FTE
faculty that is tenured (with one part-time faculty member
counted as one-third FTE), the mean FTE tenure rado for
four-year colleges and universities with tenure systems is
about 50 percent; that is, although on the average 57 per-
cent of full-time faculty are tenured, only about 50 percent
of FTE faculty represent tenure commitments at tenure-
awarding institutions.

An alternative method of measuring the extent of inflexi-
bility related to tenure cor.mitments is to examine the
financial resources that tenured faculty consume rather
than the number of tenured faculty on the campus. Institu-
tions need flexibility in the overall budget or in the distribu-
tion of funds among programs, departments, schnols, or
colleges. Limiting.the number of tenured faculty is, at best,
an impreise tool for increasing flexibility. The use of a
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TABLE2 T “ -

ESTIMATE OF TENURED FACULTY AT FOUR-YEAR
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES ‘
Faculty Data (Headcount), Fall 1981 e
- Full-time Part-time Total '
‘ . . N % N % _
Tenured N 49,012 2.8 588 1.2 49,600
' % 574 20 43.5 .
T Tenuredrack N - 25,509 98:5 - - 389 1.5 _ 25898 ,
% 299 13 ., 27 - - —
Other* N 10,843 28.1 27,750 71.9 38,593 '
‘ % 127 9.6 338
Totals 85,364 74.8 28727 252 114,091
100.0 100.0 100.0

National Estimate—F our-year Colleges and Universities (X 4.3)®

. Fuii-time - Part-time Total
Tenured 210,752 2,528 213,280
Temuretrack 109,689 - 1673 111362 :
Other* 46,625 119,325 165,950
Totals 367,066 123,526 490,592

*‘Other” includes both faculty on appointments at institutions that do not
award tenure and faculty on non- tcnurc—track appointments at tenure-
awarding institutions.

*Sample institutions represent slightly more than 23 percent of the popula-
tions of four-year colleges-and universities; thus, the national estimates
result from multiplying sample frequencies by a factor of 4.3.

Source: Mortimer, Bagshaw, and Caruso 1985.

-

*  financial tenure ratio that shows the proportion of funds
used to support tenured faculty members may indicate that
an institution is more or less flexible than the traditional
tenure ratio demonstrates. It might also be useful for the
institution to take ‘‘hard’’ and *‘soft’* monies into account
when calculating the financial ratios:

One factor that relates directly to the magnitude of ten-
ure ratios is the rate at which tenure-eligible faculty are

v
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awarded tenure. Some evidence suggests that the rate of

__awarding tenure has contributed to higher tenure ratios at
some institutions. A survey-carried-out-for the Commission__

on Academic Tenure in Higher Education (1973) (the Keast
Commission) found that 42 percent of respondent institu-
tions (two-year and four-year) with tenure systems had
granted tenure to all faculty members considered for tenure
in the spring of 1971 and that two-thirds of the institutions
had awarded tenure to 70 percent or more of faculty con-
sidered for tenure. In 1974, 65 percent of all institutions
granted tenure to more than 60 percent of eligible faculty
(El-Khawas and Furniss 1974). Of all full-time faculty con-
sidered for tenure at four-year colleges and universities in
1978--79, 58 percent received tenure, 22 percent remained
eligible for reconsideration, and only 20 percent were
denied tenure (Atelsek and Gomberg 1980).

One must temper this evidence of high rates of tenure
award with the recognition that many of the least suitable
candidates for tenure have been counseled out at earlier
stages of the tenure probationary period. Well-managed
tenure systems evaluate the performance of probationary
faculty early and often, resulting in some voluntary resig-
nations and nonreappointments before the tenure decision
is reached. Thus, high rates of denying tenure at an institu-
tion may indicate not that high standards for tenure are
being rigorously upheld but that the system for evaluating
and advising probationary faculty about their progress and
performance is not working well.

In 1978, tenure ratios at public and private four-year col-
leges and universities that award tenure (with tenure ratio
calculated as full-time tenured faculty divided by total full-
time faculty) were 69 percent and 63 percent, respectively
(Atelsek and Gomberg 1980). When tenure ratios were cal-
culated in the same way using Project on Reallocation fac-
ulty data for fall 1981, the tenure ratio at public four-year
colleges and universities that award tenure was 61 percent,
and the tenure ratio at private four-year institutions was 54
percent Comparing these figures suggests that institutions
may be less heavily tenured than earlier and that institu-
tions may be modifying their staffing practices.

A complete set of faculty personnel policies covers all
aspects of faculty employment—from the éreation of a
position and the appointment of a faculty member to fill it,
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through the stages of évaluation and reward of faculty per-
formance in the position, to the termination of the position
or the retirement of the faculty member. This discussion of

— --specific staffing.prac uqes_igllomm_ggvilgpmemal pat-

_tern of the employment relationship. In the course of that
relatlonshlp, four major opportunities occur to reduce
expenditures or reallocate resources and to increase insti-
tutional flexibility. e

1. The decision to create a position or to hire replace-
ments for faculty leaving the institution (position,
control);

2. The decision about the type of.appointment to be
made (conversion to a no-tenure system, use of non-
tenure tracks, and part-time appointments);

3. The decision to reduce the rate of tenure-track faculty
receiving tenure (tenure quotas, extended probation-

-ary periods, suspension of the *‘up-or-out”’ rule,
stricter standards for awarding tenure;

4. The decision to jncrease the number of tenured fac-
ulty leaving the institution (posttenure performance
review, incentives for early retirement, retrenchment)
or to convert underused tenured faculty to more pro-
ductive use (faculty retraining programs).

These opportunities exist at all institutions. While some
of the staffing practices employed to realize them are not
“normative’ in terms of principles of academic tenure
widely supported in the profession, all have been employed
by at least some institutions, and all have the potential to
increase flexibility.

Control of Academic Positions by Attrition

One of the primary ways institutions have attempted to
reduce the level of tenuré commitments is through tighter
control of tenure-track positions. A number of studies have
reported that not filling a posmon whenthe incumbent
resigns or is dismissed remains the most commonly em-
ployed method of controlling positions and reducing the
number of faculty (Mortimer, Caruso, and Ritchey 1982, p.

. 13). When the incumbent faculty member leaves, the posi-

tion is simply erased. In a 1974 study of staff reduction

‘policies at 163 institutions in 14 different states, not filling

Flﬁxibilityjn Academic Staffing i S
€

19




% -

vacancies wajthe most common method of reducing staff
(Sprenger and Schultz 1974). The University of California—
Riverside *“‘absorbed’’ 42 positions and the University of
Wisconsin-Eau Claire 30 through attrition (Dougherty
1979, 1980a, 1980b). -

The crucial debate over controlling faculty positions _
through attrition centers on deciding who has the ultimate
authority to collapse or to fill or create a position. *While
several different approaches can be used, practically all of
them are variations of two basi¢ types of fiscal manage-
ment systems, either (1) giving deans and other equivalent
administrative officers both the total responsibility for con-_
trol of how to spend the funds assigned to them, or (2)
centrally controlling major expenditure of funds’’ (Fortun-
ato and Waddell 1981, p. 12). In the Project on Realloca-
tion survey, respondents were asked whose approval must
be gained before a vacant faculty position can be refilled.
Almost 85 percent replied that the, campus administration’s
approval is necessary. -

The fundamental point is that the decision to fill or cre-
ate a position is an essential ingredient in a system of fiscal
management. In some institutions in the Project on Reallo-
cation survey, the decision to create a tenure-track posi-
tion was, in nine out of 10 cases, a de facto commitment to
tenure for the person hired. For example, until 1981-82,
the collective bargaining agreement and actual practices in
the 14 campuses of the Pennsylvania state college system
placed the burden of proof on the institution, affer the first
semester, if tenure were to be-denied. Instead of the.tenure
candidate’s being required to demonstrate performance
that would justify the awarding of tenure, the institution
had to demonstrate that the candidate’s performance was
inadequate and to specify what its standards of adequate
performance were. One can easily imagine cases where
this requirement is difficult to perform.

The focus of the tenure decision under such circum-
stances tends to shift away fromthe qualitative and subjec-
tive judgment of professional peers to a more ‘“‘objective”
and quantitative measurement of tenure worthiness-in
which tenure candidates are ‘‘scored’’ on a battery of per-
formance indicators. This method puts the institution in the
position of having to defend the validity of its performance
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indicators, its definition of what constitutes an adequate
score for awardmg tenure, and the score that is assigned to
the tenure candidate. Any or all might be assmled as arbi-
trary or capricious. ‘Thus, when institutions must demon-
strate inadequate performance as a basis for denying ten-
ure and when quantifiable measures take, the place of
professional judgment.in tepure decisions, it is hardly sur-
prising if the rates of tenure rise. This situation serves to
underscore the importance of controlling entry fo the ten-
ure track. At one of the campuses represented in the Proj-
ect on Reallocation study, the chief academic officer
-described in the following paraphrased statement how he
controlled entry to the tenure track: We have approxi-
mately 1,060 tenure-track positions and another 1,000 non-
tenure-trick and part-time faculty. Each year, through res-
ignations and retirement, we have to decide what to do
with the vacancies. This discussion takes place with the
Sull understanding that if we fill 40 positions with tenure-
track appointments, fully 36 or 37 of the appointees will be
tenured at the end of the probationary period. To remain
flexible in our staffing, therefore, we have to be very care-
ful about entry to the tenure track.

Not ﬁllmg a position when the incumbent vacates not
only brings about immediate savings that can be reallo-
cated clsewhere but is probably the least likely of the com-
mon ways of reducing the number of faculty positions to
arouse significant opposition from faculty, because no con-.
tifuing faculty member’s job is sacrificed. Collapsing posi-
tions by attrition, however, impedes the infusion of new
ideas from newly hired faculty and the opportunity to real-
ize affirmative action hiring agendas (Mortimer and Tier-
ney 1979; Strohm 1981). -

The practice of collapsing vacant positions by attrition
probably occurs at most institutions of higher education.
The key issues in using'it Successfully are establishing by
formal policy the authority of the institutional administra-
tion to review all vacated positions and ultimately to
decide whether a new appointment should be made, and
conducting these reviews expeditiously in the context of a
thorough under*.andmg of the'needs of the unit for the
position as well as the needs of the institution in light of
local conditions .

.
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Contract Systems: Institutions without Tenure

_ Some institutions do not award tenure but typically appoint
all faculty to some form of fixed-term contract or rolling
contract that can be terminated, with-notice, by either
party. The most common of these appointments are annual
contracts and fixed-term, multiple-year contracts.

Only about 6 percent of respondent four-year colleges
and universities in the Project on Reallocation survey had
no tenure system. These four-year institutions were over-
whelmingly private institutions and predominantly small,
less selective liberal arts colleges (Carnegie classification
3.2). According to Project on Reallocation data, about 1
percent of all full-time faculty in four-year colleges and uni-
versities were on appointment at institutions without ten-
ure in fall 1981. In 1971, about one-third of both public and
private two-year colleges had no tenure system and used
some form of contract system (Commission on Academic
Tenure 1973; El-Khawas and Furniss 1974).

Such contract arrangements have a number of varia-
tions. One interviewee in the Project on Reallocation study
described his institution’s use of the three-year rolling con-
tract. ““Tenured’’ faculty at this institution are on three-
year contracts and are evaluated annually. A negative eval-
uation triggers a more in-depth review. If the review vali- =
dates the negative evaluation, the faculty member is sent
for counseling and instructional improvement. If, after a
second year, the review is still unfavorable, a termination
for cause js issued, and the three-year contract is not
renewed.

Clearly, the use of fixed-term or rolling contracts to the
exclusian of any traditional tenure system and thus the
absence of any long-term tenure commitments provide an
opportunity for considerable flexibility in staffing. In the-
ory, institutions without tenure that need to reduce expen-
ditures for staffing or reallocate staffing resources can do
so just by not renewing contracts. On the basis of case
studies of several institutions with no.tenure system, one
study concluded that contract systems do not provice sig-
nificant faculty turnover (Chait and Ford 1982). These con-
clusions are supported in general by the American Council
on Education’s survey conducted for the Commission on
Academic Tenure (1973), which found that about 87 per-
cent of all institutions with contract systems and about 92
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percent of four-year institutions with ccntract systems
renewed at least nine of every 10 contracts that expired in
1971 (p. 225). In 1973-74, 93 percent of two- and four-year
institutions with contract systems renewed at least nine of
every 10 contracts (El-Khawas and Furniss 1974).

The failure of institutions with contract systems to exer-
cise thé nonrenewal option has several explanations: (1)
unrealized expectations of voluntary attrition as the result
of greater faculty career mobility ti:an actually material-
ized; (2) lack of evidence to support nonrenewal; and 3)
the *“‘allure-of incrementalism’’—that is, the temptation to
renew a contratt repeatedly to see what additional, conclu-
sive evidence on faculty performance will show up after
yet another year (Chait and Ford 1982, pp. 44-46).

Although in practice contract systems seem to be no
more effective than tenure systems in stimulating turnover,
they do not detract from the real strength of the fixed-term

’contract: the ablhty to limit the commitment ¢f institutional
resources to a short period of time. That ins.itutional deci-
sion makers routinely renew contracts on grounds related
to performance does not mean they would continue to do
so when a need arises to reduce faculty or to discontinue
programs. Compared to institutions with tenure systems,
institutions with contract systems can redirect resources
more quickly and more efficiently.

On balance, the use of contracts to the exclusion of ten-
ure probably is not compatible with the prevailing values at
most institutions and is not a realistic alternative for most
institutions that currently have tenure systems. The effect
on faculty morale, the role of faculty in staffing decisions,
and the values of academic freedom and economic security
would all appear to be called into question by any decision
to no longer award tenure but to appoint all new faculty to
contracts. Not surprisingly, those four-year institutions

that have adopted contract systems have been for the most _

" part new, innovative}, and communadl and, as a conse-
quence, have had more freedom to implement novel staff-
ing practices (Chait and.Ford 1982, p. 14). Furthermore, in
censuring one mstltntlon using term contracts on grounds
_unrelated to its contract system, the American Association
“of University Professors stated that the instifution’s “term
tenure’ policy, as implemented, was *‘fundamentally
mcompatlbfe with the standards for academic freedom and

]
. . . the use
of contracts to
the exclusion
of tenure
probably ,
is not
compatible .
with the
prevailing
values at most
institutions.

. »
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tenure that are set forth in the 1940 Statement of Principles’’
(AAUP 1979, p. 249, quoted in Chait and Ford 1982, p. 40).

A preferable approach for most institutions is to consider
the use of fixed-term, non-tenure-track appointments con-
current with the use of tenure-track appointments.

Non-tenure-track Appointments
Nontenure or extratenure tracks that run parallel to tradi-
tional tenure-track systems in the same institution have
many of the advantages and disadvantages of term contract
systems; however, nontenure tracks appear to be in greater
use generally than no-tenure contract systems (AAUP
1978, p. 267). The Project on Reallocation:found that in fall
1981, 65 percent of four-year colleges and universities had *
full-time faculty on non-tenure-track appointments and that
about 12 percert of all full-time faculty at four-year col-
leges and universities (including no-tenure institutions)
were on non-tenure-track appointments. On the average,
about one full-time faculty member'in 12 (8.1 percent) at
four-year colleges and universities with ténure systems was
on a nontenure-tracj:: "

The use of nontenure tracks has five advantages for insti-
tutions: .

1. Political feasibility: Unlike conventional term coatract
‘ systems, nontenure tracks do not replace traditional
tenure systems. Faculty resistance to the idea is likely
to be less lntense than to the idea of abolishing tenure
systems. .

2. Absence of AAUP censure: The AAUP National Con-
vention has yet to censure any institution for using
tenure-ineligible appointments when used in addition
to tenure tracks. In contrast, both Bloomfield College
(New Jersey) and the Virginia community college sys-
ten were censured when they rescinded traditional
tenure pohcnes and introduced term contracts. Ina

statement published in the AAUP Bulletin, the AAUP _

condemned the creation of a nontenure track as a
mechanism tp enhance lnstltutlonal flexibility and
denounced the use of the practlce as counter totthe
principles of academic freedom (AAUP 1978). The
AAUP recognized, however, the possibility that insti-
tutions may need to use non-tenure-track positions to

.
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provide specnahzed instruction or to meet temporary
needs. In su¢ch cdses, the AAUP recommended that
the person and the position be place¢ on probation
and that the use of nontenure tracks be confined to -
‘‘spécial appointments clearly limited to a brief asso-5
ciation with the institution, and reappointments of
retired faculty on special‘ conditions” (p. 270). _

3. Enrichment: By appointing specialists to fixed- term,
non-tenure-track positions, an institiition has the
opportunity to enrich its curriculum, without long-
term staffing commitments, by offering instruction .
from time to time in uriusual or topical subject areas
or by hiring recognized practitioners with special
expertise in (for example) the arts, govcmment or
scientific fields.

4. Flexibility: The opportunity to restrict ﬁnancxal and
programmatic commitments is the primary substan-
tive advantage of nontenure tracks and term contracts
in general. When institutions are uricertain about stu-
dent enroliments or student demand for particular
course sequences, tenure-ineligible appointments and
term contracts provide a means to limit financial
exposure and promote flexibility.

5. Clarity and certainty: In theory, a terminal or limited-
renewal non-tenure-track appointment removes much
of the uncertainty dnd anxiety experienced by facuity
on tenure probationary status (Chait and Ford 1982,

" pp. 80-83).!

Just as fixed-term contract systems to the exclusion of
tenure appear to be best suited to small, newly founded
institutiong with a commitment to innovation in curricular
and organizational structure, use of nontenure tracks
alongside tenure-track positions appears to be suited to the
.needs.of some types of institutions better than others. The

> A1
=

1. In practice, however, that case seldom arises because most institutions
with a nontenure track allow tenure-ineligible appointees to cross over
to the tenure track under exceptional conditions. In a survey of 844
institutions by the College and University Personnel Association
(1980), 222 institutions reported providing some “‘tenure-time credit,”
usually no more than three years, for service in tenure-ineligible posi-
tions.
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Project on Reallocation found that among institutions with
tenure systems, research universities are significantly more
likely to use greater numbers of non-tenure-track appoint-
ments than other types of institutions. In that survey,
research universities (Carnegie classifications 1.1 and 1.2)
had, on the average, 17,6 percent of their full-time faculty
on non-tenure-track appointments in fall 1981, nearly twijce
the average (8.9 percent) for other doctorate-granting insti-
tutions (Carnegie classifications 1.3 and 1.4). The average
percentage of full-time faculty on nontenure tracks was 7.7
percent at.comprehensive colleges and universities (Carne-
gie classifications 2.1 and 2.2), 7.8 percent at selective lib-
eral arts colléges (Carnegie classification 3.1), and 7 per-
cent at other liberal arts colleges (Carnegie classification
3.2). About 50 percent of liberal arts zolleges had no full-
time faculty on nontenure tracks. Similarly, about 49 per-
cent of small institutions (less than 1,500 FTE enrollment)
and about 45 percent of private institutions had no full-time
non-tenure-track faculty.

‘These differences-in the'rate of use of non-tenure-track
positions by institutional type might.relate in part to the
larger scale and complexity of.research-related activities
carried out by research universities (Bagshaw 1984). The
use of non-tenure-track appointments altows the research-
oriented institution to attract and hire a full-time
researcher/scholar with appropriate academic credentials
while avoiding,thc commitment of institutional resources to
atenured position and avoiding the problems of ‘‘marginal
involvement” associated with part-time personnel
described by Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne (1982). The pres-
tige of research universities and their reputation for supe-
rior research facilities and stimulating colleagues also may
place them in a stronger position in competing for faculty,
allowing them to use non-tenure-track positions to attract
faculty researchers who would have to be offered a tenure-
track appointment at.other types of institutions.

The advantages in terms of the additional flexibility
_gained by limiting resource commitments argue that institu-
tions would do well to consider non-tenure-track appoint-
ments in any staffing situation where an academic appoint-

ment is called for and the duties of the position clearly
require a full-time rather than a part-time appointment but

the ability to support the position in the future is uncertain
o o

-
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and the centrality of the position to the lnstltutlon s long-
term objectives is questlonable

Part-time Appointments s

Beginning in 1976, reseéarchers at the University of Vir-
ginia, using surveys of institutions and part-time faculty
‘members, literature searches, and field studies of 18
-diverse institutions, set out to describe the parameters of
institutional-use of part-time faculty in the United States.
Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne (1982) summauize the findings
of this research, and their work constitutes one of the
major sources for this discussion of part-timers.

A part-time appointment is an appointment *‘for which
there.is less than a normal range of assigned duties, and the
terms of the employment contract recognize the fractional
involvement of the worker” (Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne
1982, p. 1). Where the chief advantage of a non-tenure-
track appointment is the provision of a full-time academic
without a long-term commitment of résources, the chief
advantage of a part-time appointment is paying for no more
than i$ needed to have a specnﬁc academic function per-

- formed.

The primary functions of part-time faculty at almost all
institutions are in classroom-related activities (Leslie, Kel-
‘Jams, and Gunne 1982). Twenty-eight percent of all under-
graduate instruction and 21 percent of all graduate instruc-
tion are provided by part-timers. The pattérn of use that
emerges in instructional areas suggests to these researchers
that part-time faculty are used most heavily in those teacn-
ing areas that r requnre flexibility, innovation, and nondisci-
phnary teaching skills. While part-timers are used heavily

n “‘peripheral, nontradmonal emerging, and low-status”’
assignments, they are also used imthe core areas of pro-
grams that require a combination of expertise and experi-
ence not found among more traditionally trained full-time
faculty (pp. 21-22). In the survey conducted by Leslie,
Kellams, and Gunne, 35 percent of institutional respon-
dents reported that the highest percentage of part-timers at
their instjtution were émployed as faculty in a business
field. The next most frequently mentioned fields were the
arts and humanities (pp 19—20)

Part-timers comprise stighiiy less than one-third of all

_-resident instruction:faculty, and about 210,000 to 215,000

~

-
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of them are currently employed at American colleges and
universities (Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne 1982). Part-timers
are used most heavily at two-year colleges*and least
heavily at major universities. In the fall of 1976, part-timers
~ accounted for more than half of all faculty members at two-
- year colleges and about 23 percent of faculty members at
other higher education institutions (pp. 18-19).

The Project on Reallocation found that in fall 1981.about
93 percent of four-year coileges and universities used part- .
time faculty. As shown in table 2, about 25 percent of all
faculty members employed at four-year colleges and uni- .
versities in fall 1981 were part-timers.

Using National Science Foundation (NSF) dataon
employment of part-time faculty in scientific fields, I:‘eshe
Kellams, and Gunne (1982) reported that private institu-
tions are more likely to employ part-timers in scientific
fields than are public ones. Slightly more than 24 percent of
faculty in scientific fields at private inistitutions were part-
timers in 1976, whereas at public institutions over 17 per-
cent of faculty in scientific fields were part-timers. The
Project on Reallocation found that among four-year col-
leges and universities, private institutions employed signifi-
cantly maore part-time faculty than did public institutions.
Qn the average, about 28 percent of all faculty were part-
timers at private institutions, compared with about 20 per-
cent of all faculty at public institutions. )

The Project on Reallocation also found that doctorate-
granting institutions had, on the average, lower proportions
of part-timers in their faculty complement (20.8 percent)
than did comprehensive institutions (26.2 percent) and lib-
eral arts colleges (26.6 percent). When these categories are
further disaggregated, however, research universities (Car-
negie classifications 1.1 and 1.2) had significantly lower pro-
portions of part-time faculty (12.4 percent) than doctorate-
granting institutions (Carnegie classifications 1.3 and 1.4)
(21.1 percent), and selective liberal arts colleges (Carnegie
classification 3.1) had significantly fower proportions of
part-time faculty (19 pecent) than less selective liberal
- arts institutions (Carnegie classification 3.2) (28 percent).
The two classes of comprehensive institutions (Carnegie
classifications 2.1 and 2.2) had relatively similar propor-
tions of part-time faculty (27 percent and 24.5 percent,
respectively).

El
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The use of part-timers was also clearly distinct according
to institutional type (I:eslie, Kellams, and Gunne 1982).
Universities fell into two classes. The first class, which
included major, nationally respected research universities,

in general uSed few part-timers and either held their num-
bers down or worked to decrease the number employed.
Particularly in undertaking términation of academic staff,
these universities viewed part-time faculty as the most
expendable personnel, because they had no contractual
security. Their work either was given to full-timers who .
would otherwise have had light loads or was assigned to
teaching assistants. The second class, the large urban uni-
versities, used. the concentration of professional talent
available in their area and relied heavnly on part-timers in
some fields (pp. 28-29). - -

The use of part-time faculty in other sectors_of higher
education appears to depend heavily on the financial and )
enrollment market co.dition8 affecting the specific institu-
tion. A survey of part-time faculty conducted for the
AAUP, however, fourd that the labor market for part-time
academic employment is generally a buyer’s market, with )
employing institutions havifg practically a free hand to
determine wages, -hours, and conditions of employment
(Tuckman and Caldwell 1979).

Two common rationales for employing part-time faculty
are economy and flexibility. Many institutions are able to
generate many more student credit hours for fewer dollars
by employing part-timers (without compensation in the
form of benefits) than would be needed if a full-titne faculty
member assumed the same teaching load (Leslie, Kellams,

« and Gunne 1982). Thus, use of part-time faculty can yield
important short-term savings. This situation is particularly
true when programs and budgets are based on the market
demand for individual coursework. Salary savings may be

+  l€8s dramatic in other types of institutions, however. A sig-
nificant factor for institutions employing large numbers of
part-timers is the *‘considerable’’ administrative expense
incurred in hiring and supervising part-timers. Obviously, o
such costs vary from institution to institution (pp. 2-3). -

Increased flexibility in academic staffing, the second

rationale for employing part-ume faculty,. means that insti-
tutions are able to avoid long-term commitments to individ-
uals and as a result can easily change course offerings and

Flexib‘ility in Academic Staffing 29

=L ' 42

»oe




A

8

academic programs to meet market demand. A market
model of academic staffing is clearly an inappropriate strat-
egy for some institutions, particularly in areas of study
where accreditation by a professional association precludes

" their extensive use (Leslic, Kellams, and Gunne 1982);

however, community colleges, many urban institutions,
and a number of private institutions, especially smaller
ones where market conditions are of primary importance,
should find the use of part-time faculty attracti :. Such
institutions have little choice.but to empioy part-timers in
large numbers because institutional survival depends on .
the ablllty to respond quickly to the local market for educa-
tional programs (p. 4).

Part-timers serve as buffers for the full-time staff when
enrollments level off or decline (Leslie, Kellams, and
Gunne 1982). While full-time tenured faculty can be termi-
nated in the case.of a bona fide financial exigency, the typi-
cal pattern is to terminate part-timers first. At unionized
institutions, collective bargaining agreements often specify
that part-time faculty will be the first to go in the event of
cutbacks (p. 98). At the same time, full-time faculty tend to
be defensive or openly hostile to part-timers (Leslie, Kel-
lams, and Gunne 1982). These findings parallel those of
research in business and industiy on the attitudes of full-
time or unionized workers when confronted with part-time
or nonunionized workers (see, for example, Nollen, Eddy,
and Martin 1977). Full-iime faculty see part-timers as
cheap competitors for salary dollars and as threats to sta-
tus and security. Because most part-timers perform only
classroom-related activities, they are able to avoid exten-
sive student contact and advising, as well as involvement
in committee work—another source of resentment for full-
time faculty (p. 5).

The increaséd number of part-time faculty is_one of the
most important changes i (he academic professoriate over
the last two decades. In 1960, 82,000 part-timers were
employed, in 197% 200,000 (Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne
1982, p. 23). The trend is cause for concern because of one
of Leslie and associates™ major findings:

A}

It is not at all uncommon for institutions to have no

count of part-timers and no way to report on the level of

part-time employment. Few institutions have considered

-
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part:time employment at the policy level. For the most
part, we see a free-wheeling department-level allocation
of available faculty slots (p. 143).

Interviews conducted by the Project on Reallocation — .

provide some support for this lack of institutional aware-

ness about its practicés relative to part-time faculty. A A number

number of chief academic officers were unable to report . hi

accurately how many part-time faculty were employed or Of ¢ wf;

how they were being used. A clear implication of these academic

findings is that if institutions are to use the employment of ofﬁcers were

part-time faculty to increase flexibility, they must coordi- ble t .

nate and control.cthe hiring of part-time faculty. . unable o
Treating part-time faculty employment as a casual de- report

* partmental affair instead of a central institutional con- ~ @CCUF ately
cern is a mistake. . . . Free-wheeling departmental how many

. autonomy (with attendant abuses) should be replaced by part-tim e

central responsibility for part-time faculty to insure fair ,
and humane treatment (Gappa 1984a, p. 6). f aculty were

An institution must deal with several related issues if it is employ ed . ..
to increase or maintain a substantial number of its faculty
as part-timers. First, it musf be aware of some of the prob-’
lems associated with the increased use of part-time faculty.
Part-timers may not be as familiar with the college’s mis-
sions, philosophies, and academic policies as full-time fac-
ulty members. It is difficult to meld part-time and full-time
faculty into a cohesive/college faculty, especially if multi-
pl€’locations are involved. It is also difficult to coordinate
course content, develop uniform standards for students’
performance, and establish continuity of instruction when
part-time faculty are used extensively (Ernst and
McFarlane 1978, pp. 92-97). A major coricern for some
institutions is the effect of using large numbers of part-time . .
faculty on the scholarly environment outside the class- .
room. In its report Involvement in Learning, the Study
Group on the Conditions'of Excellence in American Higher
Education (1984) recommends that “‘academic administra-
tors should consolidate as many part-time teaching lines
into full-time positions as possible,’” The group argues that
the full-time faculty member is more likely to identify with
the institution and become more intensely involved with
students, thus contributing to an institutional environment

Flfxibility in Academic Staffing . .31
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that encourages students’ involvement in learning outside
the classroom (p. 36). One implication of such concerns is |
that the competing demands on personnel systems to pro-
vide ﬂexibility and to promote learning will require media-
tion in individual institutions.

Second, the need for qualified part-time facuity should
be anticipated and pools of potential applicants estab-
lished. The goal here is to avoid last-minute scrambles and
to engage in some. advanced planning concerning adequate
compensation in an unfamiliar labor market. A large con-
tingent of part-timers and the specialized matching of their
skills to institutional needs may require a full-time adminis-
trator (Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne 1982, 5. 91). -

Third, the compensation for part-tiniers should be a mat-
ter of institutional, not just departmental, review. We stop
short, of arguing here, as do Leslie and associates, that
wage rates should be prorated (p. 91). The wage rates of
part-timers should bear some relationship to what the insti-
tution pays for instruction as opposed to research and ser-
vice. Part-timers are often not expected to perform these
latter responsibilities.

Fourth, institutions might consider pooling supporting
services like secretaries, photocopying, telephone, and so
on. In such a plan, departments would be required to pur-
chase services.on the basis of full-time enrollment and
thereby would spread the supporting workload for part-
time faculty. Another concern is providirig acceéss to com-
puter facilities for part-timers.

Fifth, an effort should be made to help part-timers be- ~
come and remain effective instructors. Most faculty de-
velopment and instructional improvement programs con-
centrate on the needs of full-time faculty.

Sixth, extensive use of part-time faculty will require the
institution to develop an appropriate role in institutional gov-
erpance for them. The establishment of an administrative
position to serve as a focus and conduit for part-timers’
grievances would be an effective resolution of this problem
(Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne 1982, pp. 91-92). Many part-
time faculty, however, express satisfaction with their lack of
involvement in governance, and some legitimately need to
limit their involvenient in committees and collegiate decision
making because of full-time jobs elsewhere (Gappa 1984a, p.
S). Certainly, part-timers need a representative of their inter-
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ests and an authoritative source for information about their
rights as employees.

Tenure Quotas -

" A tenure quota places an upper limit on the number or per-
centage of faculty who may hold tenure at an institution or
in a department at any one time. In 1972, only about 6
percent of all institutions had some form of tenure quota
(Commissionon Academic Tenure 1973). Between 1972
and 1974, the proportion of colleges with an upper limit on
tenure levels increased from 5.9 percent to 9.3 percent
(Chait and Ford 1982, p. 120).

The Project on Reallocation found that in 198182
almost 30 percent of four-year colleges and universities
with tenure systems had established tenure quotas, about a
third of them at the departmental level. The mean tenure

" quota for respondents that supplied a percentage figure was

66 percent; however, responses ranged from 37 percent to

85 percent. The study found no significant relationship

between having a tenure quota and institutional type, pub-

lic of private control, or other institutional characteristics.
A tenure quota has six advantages: .

1. Tenure quotas are simple to administer: They focus
the debate over tenure on determinirig an appropriate
_percentage rather than on more subtle issues of edu-

- cational policy and academic philosophy.

* 2. Tenure quotas promote Aexibility: When COUpled with
a fixed probationary penod some turnover in tenure-
track faculty is assured, guaranteeing some influx of
new blood, new ideas, and the opportunity to respond
to market changes.

3. Tenure quotas encourage selectivity: Tenure commit-
tees are inhibited from wholesale acts of collégial gen-
erosity or charity in granting tenure and cannot avoid
carefully comparing candidates. Quotas also provide
weak department chairs, deans, and presidents with a
uSeful excuse to be rigorous.

4. Tenure quotas may enhance of restore a measure of

" prestige to the conferment of tenure as a by-product
of exercising greater selectivity.

5. The turnover provided by quotas ¢an provide occa-
sions to improve or maintain diversity in faculty com-
position by sex, race, and ethnicity.

F@w‘hility in Academic Staffing
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6. Tenure quotas aid in economical administration: By
ensunng a certain percentage of nontenured faculty,
_presumably at lower ranks and lower salaries, tenure
~'quotas keep instructional budgets lower (Chait 1976;
Chait and Ford 1982).

While these advantages may appear attractive, particu-
larly to leaders of institutions seeking fiscal flexibility, the
closer an institution’s or a department’s actual tenure level
approaches the established quota, the more apparent the
disadvantages of quotas (Chait and Ford 1982, p. 134).

1. Tenure quotas are inequitable: Only untenured fac-
_ ulty are adversely affecied.

2. Tenure quotas may lead to a deemphasis on merit in .
tenure decisions and a narrow concern with arithme-
tic considerations, lowering faculty morale.

3. Tenure quotas encourage the transiency that accom-
panies rapid turnover in probationary faculty, who
may experience lower morale, little sense of belong-
ing, and minimal loyalty to institutional values.

4. Tenure quotas tend to engender controversy, and
they ‘‘can galvanize [faculty] opposition as few other
issues can’’"(Chait and Ford 1982; p. 136).

.. Tenure quotas, when imposed institutionwide, limit
the oppartunities of institutional decision makers to
improve the quality of the faculty. Once the tenure
limit in a department has been reached, candidates for
tenure who may be stronger candidates than existing
tenured faculty cannot be added to the permanent fac-
ulty, even though the department may have signifi-

“cant growth potential. ~

6. The establishment of tenure quotas may disadvantage
an institution by making a high level of tenure deusity
legitimate, communicating to faculty and tenure com-
mittees that a certain percentage of tenured faculty is

_ normal and that tenure decisions need not be made on
strict, substantive grounds untif that limit is approached
(Chait and Ford 1932, p. 139)@

U

An additional disadvantage can be added to this list: An
absolute upper limit on tenure is essentially arbitrary as the
‘“‘ideal’’ tenure ratio is likely to change as the composition
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of the faculty changes. In some cases, a quota might force
an institution to release faculty in high-demand areas—for
example, business and computer science—who might be
- impossible to replace. .
In summary, institutions consndermg the imposition of a
tenure quota must answer several questions:

1. What is the appropriate tenure unit(s) against which
. a quota must be judged—department, school, or
. campus? T
2. What is the likely effect on current tenure-eligible fac-
ulty and the nature of the institution’s current legal
and moral commitment to them?
3. What problem will this quota solve?

Extended Probation and Suspension of “Up-or-Out’’ Rules -~ -
The maximum probationary period for tenure-track faculty
at most institutions remains well within the seven-year limit
_endorsed by the AAUP: 62 percent of the colleges and uni-
versities surveyed by the Commission on Academic Tenure
in 1972 reported maximum probationary periods of under
. seven years. The median term was six years for all institu-
tions. In general, private institutions had giuch'ionger “‘proba-
tionary periods than did public institutions (Commission on
Academic Tenure 1973, p. 5). The more recent survey by the
American Council on Education shows tlat the gap between
public and private institutions has narrowed and the average
probationary period lengthened: In 1978-79, the mean proba-
tionary period was 5.7 years at public universities, 6.1 years_
at private universities, 5.3 years at public four-year colleges,
- and 5.8 years at private four-year colleges (Atelsek and Gom-
berg 1980, p. 16).

The use of longer or “‘extended’’ probationary penods
provndes institutions with the opportunity to defer deti-
sions about tenure for 2 specified period of time. While this
delay may present a chance to test the fitness of a tenure
candidate over a longer term, this practice does not signifi-
cantly increase the rigor or improve the quality of tenure
¢ decisions (Chait and Ford 1982, pp. 108-9).

Whereas use of extended probationary periods allows an .
institution to postpone tenure decisions, suspension of the
“‘up-or-out”’ rule—the policy of grantmg tenure or termi-
nating the faculty member’s employment at the end of the
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probationary period—allows an institution to delay the
awarding of tenure indefinitely. The most common use of
the practice occurs in combination with tenure quotas
(Chait and Ford 1982). Typically, a “‘tenurelike’’ review of
a faculty member’s performance is conducted in the next-
to-lu3* year of the probationary period. At that time, the
faculty member is eithér awarded tenure, denied tefure
and tefminated, or declared ‘‘tenurable.’”’ Tenurable fac-
ulty are those who would be awarded tenure if a tenured
position were available (availability being limited by estab-
lished tenure quotas). Tenurable faculty may remain at-the
institution, typically on multiyear contracts, awaiting a ten-
ure vacancy. While-in theory tenurable faculty can be ter-
minated at the end of the contract period, in practice it
does not seem to occur (Chait and Ford 1982, p. 100).
Thus, suspension of the up-or-out rule tends to ameliorate
the constraints of tenire quotas.

From the perspective of an untenured faculty member
with limited job options, an extended probationary period
or suspension of the up-or-out rule may be preferable to
the.other options of relocation or unemployment (Chait
and Ford 1982, p. 109); however, the creation of *‘tenura-
ble” faculty by suspending the up-or-out.rule may be only
a cosmetic change that, though politically expedient,
masks the true tenure density at an institution. ‘‘The strait-
ened circumstances of the 1980s and 1990s may induce
both faculty and administrators to support any reasonable
policy that increases the probability ‘of tenure and
. decreases the maximum tenure ratio”” (Chait and Ford

. 1982, p. 111),

The ﬂexnblhty to be gained by institutions in deferring

. tenure commitments through extended probationary peri-
6ds or in delaying the awarding of tenure indefinitely by
suspending the * up-or -out” rule will be hard gained, and it
is difficult to imagine situations where use of these prac-
tices could be consldered reasonable” pohcnes rather
than mere expediencies.

In general, alternatives to tenure like tenure quotas, non-
tenure-track appointments, and-extended probationary
periods violate three principles widely supported in the
profession and codified in the AAUP 1940 Statement of
Principles: (1) that any faculty member with a full-time
teaching position should be a candidate for tetiure; (2) that
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probationary periods should be fixed; and (3) that faculty
should have continuous employment after completing the
probationary period (Di Biase 1979, pp. 172-73).

On the other hand, court decisions have upheld the use
of tenure quotas, contrary to the first principle in the pre-
ceding paragraph ' Di Biase 1979). The courts have not
addressed the issue of fixed probationary periods but have
upheld an institution’s right to have né tenure track and no
tenure, which would seem to legitimize indefinite proba-

" ‘tion. In one court decision (Abramson v. Board of .

‘Regents, University of Hawaii, 548 P.2d 253) in which the
plaintiff was denied tenure but continued on annual con-
tracts beyond the probationary period, the court ruled that

the contracts stated specifically that employment was for a -

limited duration. To the extent that this one case sets a
precedent institutions may have no difficulty with the
courts in violating the third principle above (Dl Biase,
1979, pp. 178-79).

Neither alternatives to fenure nor the courts have altered
the classical structure of tenure, and traditional tenure
remains firmly in place (Di Biase 1979). Furthermore, the _
research suggests that alternative staffing practices like
tenure quotas and'nontenure tracks will withstand legal
scrutiny. .

The discussions about alternative forms of employment
then, can take place on the merits of an institution’s pro-
posal. One has to dec:de whether fixed probationary peri-
ods and continuous employment are good principles for an
institution. They are not required by a court of law; they
are simply characteristics that the AAUP and others have
argued constitute good academic practice.

[~

v

Stricter Standards for Tenure
As an institutional strategy for controlling access to the
tenured ranks, the American Association of University
Professors supports the gradual application of stricter stan-
dards in awarding tenure as an alternative to the use of
tenure quotas (AAUP 1977). In light of the changes since
the expansion years of the 1960s—declining enrollments,
tighter institutional budgets, and high tenure density-—
cases of institutions’ raising promotion and tenure stan-
dards *‘are not isolated instances (Centra 1979, pp. 2, 7).,

-
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In the PrOJect on Reallocauon survey, the difficulty of
attaining tenure was perceived to have mcreased between
1977 and 1982 at about two-thirds of the tenure-awardmg
four-year colleges and universities surveyed. About 78 per-
cent of this group of respondents attfibuted increased diffi-
culty in attaining tenure to more strictly applied criteria for
tenure or new, stricter criteria. One respondent character-
ized the process as one in which tenuied individuals had

“pulled the ladder up behind them, once they were on
board.” The most common reasons respondents gave for
increased difficulty in attaining tenure were to improve the
institution’s academic quahty and to increase ﬂe‘ublhty in
academic’programs and personnel. (The reader must
remember that these data are based on perceptions of
change in dlfﬁculty of attaining tenure, not-on actual
changes over time in the number or proportion of tenure-

eligible faculty awarded tenure.)
Another explanation for tighter tenure standards offered

by chief academic officers surveyed by the Project on Real-
lacation is the existence of more detailed procedures and
criteria for review of candidates for both tenure and pro-
motion. Apparently, a great many mst:tut:ons spent con-
siderable time in the early and middle 1970s developing
systems for the evaluation of instruction and defining
related criteria for tenure. Respondents reported that fac-
ulty committees now use these systems and criteria to
evaluate candidates critically. In a number of cases, the
absence of a terminal degree automatically eliminates the
candidate. Other respondents reported that faculty com-
‘mittees are more likely to require candidates to have pub-
lished books or articles to their credit, even when they are
in a teaching-oriented institution.

Perhaps the most obvious example of an institutional
policy change designed to make attaining tenure more diffi-
cult occurred in a recent collective bargaining agreement in
the Pennsylvania state college system. Under the old con-
tract, a ffulty member was presumed to be entitled to ten-
ure once a brief probationary period had been serve’d It,
after the three-year contractual probationary penod was
completed, the institution were to deny tenure, it had to
assume the burden of proof for showing cause for the -
denial. Under the new contract, any faculty member up for
tenure has the burden of proof to demonstrate his or her

3
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fitness. This change has taken place in a system whose ten-
ure ratio is approaching 85 percent. .

Finally, chief academic officers interviewed in the Proj-
ect on Reallocation conveyed a willingness to veto or
reverse the judgment of faculty committees more than has
historically been the case, at least in the mythology of
American higher education. Two lines of reasoning are
emerging in these reversals.

First, regardless of the merit of the individual case, the
institution does not need another tenured faculty member
in that discipline. This line of reasoning has a de facto
rather than a de'jure effect on tenure quota. One cannot
report accurately the number of times it occurs, only that it
is now a significant but unmeasured aspect of the tighten-
ing of tenure. The second line of reasoning is more likely to
occur in collective bargaining if relations between adminis-
tration and the union are highly adversarial. The argument
in this case is that the decision about tenure is essentially
one for management to make, and, while faculty advice is
crucial, ultimately it is still management’s decision.

A heightened awareness of managerial responsibility is
apparent among chief academic officers, but no empirical

information supports ils magnitude. Indeed, in light of the

perceptual and anecdotal nature of these data, it is possible
that more rigorous application of the traditional mecha-
nisms for controlling access to the tenured ranks remains
moreé of a desideratum than an accomplished fact. Few
tenure-track faculty are removed before’the tenure deci-
sion. In 1978-79, for example, only 1,313 of 56,566 tep .re-
track faculty (slightly more than 2 percent) were termi-
nated before thesdegision (Atelsek and Gomberg 1980, p.
16). While pruning unlikely probationary faculty from the
tenure track will certainly give institutions more flexibility

" and is consistent with the general approved norms of ten-

ure practice, little hard evidence yet iridicates that many

institutions are placing a very high priority on this activity.
- \d

Review of Tenured Faculty

The extent to which the evaluation of posttenure perfor-

mance is used as grounds for dismissal is relatively undoc-

umented, but both the .19-campus California state univer-

sity system and the_14-campus Pennsylvania state college

and university system have some form of posttenure

Z
.

53

xS




review of faculty (Perry 1983). The implementation of a
new tenure policy at Texas Tech University, whereby ten-

"ured professors would be reviewed every five years with

possible termination for unsatisfactory performance, has
drawn national attention (Heller 1984). Chait and Ford
(1982), in advocating regular periodicreviews of tenured
faculty, note that neither the 1940 Statement of the AAUP
nor any subsequent AAUP declaration syggests that evalu-

_ ation of tenured faculty is inconsistent with the principles

of academic tenure. They assume, however, that if perfor-
mance evaluations were used to dismiss faculty for cause

- without opportumty for remediation and due process, the

AAUP-would condenin-the process (p. 182). The AAUP
has not yet taken an official position on posttenure review,
but both the Nationai Education Association and the
American Federation of Teachers, while not opposed to
performance evaluation for purposes of faculty develop-
ment, oppose review systems that can be used to revoke a
faculty member’s tenure (Perry 1983).

Slightly more than half of the four-year colleges and uni-
versities with tentlire systems-in the Project on Reallocation
survey reported systematically reviewing all tenured fac-
ulty. Less than 7 percent of institutions that conduct post-

tenure reviews (about 3 percent of total respondent institu- -

tions with tenure systems), however, reported that nega-
tive reviews weve used to terminate tenured faculty.

The apparent reluctance of institutions to use posttenure
review for dismissal on grounds.of incompetence under-
scores the relatively privileged position of the individual
tenured faculty member when institutions-seek to reduce
expenditures or reallocate resources. The general pattern
of the Project on Reallocation data suggests that most four-

year colleges and universities go to considerabie lengths to

avoid tegminating tenured faculty. -

Rel’novmg tenured facuuy as a result of posttenure re- °
view has several practical drawbacks for institutions: (1)
Institutions do not commonly employ the practice and cosi-
sequently are likely to encounter the same skepticism and
resistance to change that meets any radical innovation in
higher education; (2) the ‘practice directly affects the job
security of tenured faculty and is likely to be opposed for
that reason; (3) dismissal of individual tenured faculty on
grounds related to performance will require the institution

I
Removing
tenured
faculty as a
result of
posttenure
review has
several
practical
drawbacks for
institutions.

kS

Flpxibility in Academic Staffing

[c




to specify and document what constitutes adequate and
inadequate performance, provide opportunities for reme-
diation, and observe due process.

A further drawback is the ethical dissonance that may be
experienced when posttenure review is carried out with the
expressed intent of conducting formative evaluations to
enable faculty to improve their performance but evidence
of the need to improve performance may be used sumnia-
tively as grounds for termination. This situation is similar
to the cue tiat occurs when academic programs are
encouraged to undertake self-assessments to identify areas
that will require improvement to upgrade the quality of a
program, only to find that the identified areas provide the
grounds for budgefary reductions or program closure. In
both cases, it is not clear that.one process can be used
successfully to realize both improvements and feductions.

On the other hand, successful use of the practice may
pay off in increased ﬂexrbrhty On the basis of an extensive
mathematical comparison & different methods of lowermg
tenure ratios, one, researcher concludes that any stafﬁng
practice that increases the rate of departure of currently
tenured faculty members is a faster method of lowering
tenure ratios than any of the-practices designed to limit the
number of faculty who receive tenure or to increase the
length of time a tenure-track faculty member spends in pro-
bationary stat”  Yaupel 1981).

Incenxives for Early Retirement -

An arrangement that provides incentive for early retife-
ment is ‘‘any arrangement based on a mutual und.rstand-
ing and agreement between the employee and employer to
provide a tangible inducement in the form of a monetary or
in kind reward for early retirement’’ (MacDonald 1980, p.
3). As of 1981, however, although **early-retirement may
be a much talked about topic in higher education, there is
little solid empirical published work on carly retirement for
academics’ (Mitchell 1981, p. 45). In a survey of faculty
over age 45 in the Oregon state system of higher education,
responses indicated that the three most important condi-
tronthat faculty thought would allow them to retire early
were additional pay, insurance, and part-time employment
(Mitchell 1981). In other studies, larger retirement benefits
were the greatest incentive to early retirement, as reported
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by faculty, with part-time employment second (Ladd and
" Lipset 1977; Pitton 1976).

Five basic types of early retirement incentives have been
identified: (1) early retirement benefit payments that are
larger than actuarial tables would justify; (2) lump-sum sev-
erange payments; (3" annuity éhhancements that increase
early retirement income to the amount the employee would
have received at normal retirement age; (4) phased retire-
ment or part-time employment; and (5) continuation of o
fringe benefits (Jenny 1974; Patton 1979, 1983). More than
two dozen institutions have early retirement schemes that
provide supplements for income _lost through early retire-
ment, and recently institutions have made provisions for
mcreases in early retirement annuities to permit or encour-
age professors to retire before the mandatory age (Patton
1979). On the basis of separate national surveys conducted

- by TIAA/CREF in 1972, by the University of Virginia in
1972, and by the University of Southern California in 1975,
Patton (1979, 1983)reports that a large number of i institu-
tions are providing some type of severance payment to |
bring the early retirement annuity up to what it would have
been at the mandatory retirement age (p. 47).

A large number of institutions also offer the option of a
reduced work load as an incentive to retire "early and as a
way to supplement the incomes of those retiring early at
reduced benefit rates (Patton 1979, 1983). Some institutions
also provide all or partial fringe benefits, including continu-
ing contribiitions to the pension fund until the mandatory
age. A fairly large number of institutions provide supple-

“ mental monthly retirement incomes for early retirees. The
. cost of these incentives can be recovered by not filling
vacated positions, by delaying new appointments, or by
hiring less expensive replacements (Patton 1983, p. 44).
Other incentives reported by institutions in all three sur-
veys.include continuing payments into social security, pay-
ment of health and life insurance premiums, and paymcnt
of pension fund contributions until the mandatory retire-
ment age. In the 1975 USC survey, additional schemes
were reported, including lump-sum or installment payment
of severance pay; phased retirement through part-time
employment; and early retirement supplements to persons
retiring at least five vears eaily, calculated so that those
retiring earliest received the largest supplemeits (p. 48).

<

~

Flex:bthty in Academic Staffing ) - 43

ERIC - - 5B :

IText Providad by ERIC.




In one study of nine institutions’ use of incentives for
early retirement, the most common form of such a frogram
(used at five of the nine universities studied) was phased )
retirement (MacDonald 1980). At the University of Caiifor-
nia, for éxample, a faculty member can-agree to switch
from a full-time appointment, with no change in tenure sta-
tus, to a part-time appointment until retirement, which may
occur any time up to age 70. Phased retirement at other
universities in the study included provisions for accelerat-
ing the rate o1 institutional and individual contributions to
the institution’s retirement plan. Phased retirement usually
leads to smaller salaries and smaller taxes, however
(Jenny, Heim, and Hughes 1979, p. 36). The issue for the
faculty member is whether he or she can live on a smaller .
disposable income. °

Michigan State was able to reduce the size of its faculty
through buyouts and incentives for early retirement (Ktei-
nen 1982). In essence, the plan held out to faculty a num-
ber of financial incentives to retire early, resign, or take
leaves of absence. The positive incentives were offered,
however, in a context laden with negative incentives—the
institution’s termination of about 100 tenured and eight
nontenured, tenure-track faculty. Two-thirds of the termi-
nations were selective, the other third scheduled dismissals
in several small academic programs previously targeted for
closure. ot R

More recently, faculty and employees at campuses of the
State University of New York (SUNY) and faculty and
staff at the four-year colleges of the City University of
New York (CUNY) who -would be at least 55 years old by
January 31, 1986, were offered an early retirement option
that included a retirement credit bonus for three extra
years of employment as the primary incentive. At SUNY,
611, of 2,857 eligible employees (21.4 percent) elected the
early retirement option, of whom 452 (74 percent) were
faculty members. At CUNY, 750 of 3,200 eligible employ-
ees (23.4 percent) took the gption, including about 18 per-
cent of the eligible faculfy members. Officials in both sys-
tems cite budgetary constraints and low turnover rates as
causes of “*a virtual hiring freeze'’ in recent years (Ingalls
1985). Although the mass retirement of over one-fifth of
those eligible for the option has caused some concern
about the loss of key personnel, th‘e flexibility gained by
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the vacated poéitioqs will be used to reallocate staffing
resources to reflect demand, to hire younger faculty mem-
bers, and to realize affirmative action goals (p. 27).

The Project on Reallocation survey found that about
one-half of four-year colleges and universities engage in no
plaaning for early retirement with their.faculty. Slightly
less than 30 percent of surveyed institutions reported hay-
ing a formal early retirement policy, and slightly more than
20 percent reported negotiating early retirements with indi-
vidual faculty members informally. On the hole, liberal
arts colleges were significantly less likely than doctorate-
granting or comprehensive institutions to éngage in any
form of planning for early retirement. Public institutions -
were significantly more likely to have formal early retire-
ment’“gohmes than were private institutions.

About 35 percent of all institutions surveyed reported
providing incentives for faculty to retire early. Of those
institutions that provided incentives, about 15 percent
reported that they provided supplemental retirement
income, about 13 percent offered to continue employee
benefits after retirement, about 8 percent offered reduced
teaching loads, and about 49 percent offered a combination
of these incentives. About 15 percent of institutions that
reported providing incentives said they offered *‘other
incentives”’ for early retirement. Liberal arts colleges were
significantly less Jikely to provide incentives for early
retirement than were doctorate-gnantmg and comprehen-
sive institutions. Twemy three percent of liberal arts col-
leges reported providing incentives, compared with about
55 percent of doctorate-granting institutions and 45 percent

- of comprehensive colleges and universities. Fublic institu-

tions (46.5 percent),were significantly more likely to pro-
vide incentives than private institutions (31.4 percent).
Some semantic confusion exists over such terminology
as positive and negative incentives, supplements, and mod-
ified early retirement. One reason for this confusion is that
a number of faculty in public institutions are members of
staté employment retirement systems (SERS) that have
provisions for early retirement with reduced benefits. For
example, in the sik years from 1974 to 1979, over 60 per-
cent of Penn State’s retirements were before the manda-
tory date. Many of the retirees were employ€es who were

~ moving to another mstltutlon Retirement beneﬁts in SERS
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are vested in the individual after 10 years, and it has
become customary for those who leave Penn State after 10
years to retire rather than leave their retirement contribu-
tions with the state to collect anndal interest of only 4 per-
cent. In another Pennsylvania institution, the chief aca-
demic officer has been able to encourage some faculty to
take early retirement rather than face dismissal. In 1981-
82, as a result of negative teaching evaluations, five faculty
members, all of whom were at least 55 years of age, retired
early when told dismissal proceedings would be instituted.
It is clear, then, that early retirements can be part of a
lateral move, a career reorientation, or simply an attempt
to avoid the unpleasantness involved in fighting a charge of
poor teaching.

The findings of the Project on Reallocation suggest that
many arrangements for early retirement are individually
negotiated. One vice president of personnel interviewed in
that study reported that roughly 8 percent of the faculty at
the four institutions in his system are on early full or partial
retirement, and over half of those arrangements were indi-
vidually negotiated. He ventured the op.nion that the
upward limit of such early retirements might be approxi-
mately 20 percent of the faculty. At that institution, the
program is financed entirely through dollars recovered
from the early retirements.

_ Interviews in the Project on Reallocation study and a
review of the literature reveal that public institutions may
encounter several legal barriers to the creation of incentive
programs for early retirement. In a number of cases, state
governments have rules and.regulations that prohibit pay-
ing salaries and/or remuneration for work not performed.

Providing incentives for faculty to retire early is a short-
term strategy for depopulating tenured ranks, a strategy
that is not particularly effective as a means of increasing
new entry-level appointments in the long run (Hopkins
1972). Moreover, few institutions would want to spend
money on a program that causes their most effective teach-
ers and researchers to leave, and most early retirement
schemes in both business and academe are therefore
intended to encourage marginal employees to leave early
(Patton 1579). In a University of California study, salary
levels and publication rates were negatively associated
with willingness to retire earlier than planned when age and
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length of service were controlled (Patton 1579).
The actual costs of incentive programs for eariy retire-
ment are difficult to determine They depend on local fac-

- tors as well as such issues as whether early retirees must
" bereplaced, at what rank they must be replaced, and what

groups of employees will be given the option to participate.
Indeed, the costs may be too high for some institutions. As
the 1980s develop, economic considerations may curtail
any thought of early retirement on the part of institutions
or their faculty (Chait and Ford 1982, r. 233). For institu-
tions with few-persons of prerétirement age, early retire-
ment incentives make little sense (Patton 1983). Each insti-
tution should develop a basic faculty flow- model that incor-
porates historical data on retirement and outmigration rates
and policy data on tenure-granting practices, hiring priori-
ties, and other staffing policies like early retirement incen-
tives (Patton 1983, p. 52). . )

Each institution needs to analyze the extent to which

incentives for early retirement constitute an effective way
to increase its staffing flexibility and/or lower its costs.
These analyses will need to take into account the effects on
institutional budgets and planning models of the Age Dis-
crimination in Employment Act, which, as of July 1, 1982,
raised the mandatory retirement age in higher education
from 65 to 70. The prevailing wisdom now seems to be as
follows: N

1. In some public systems, incentives for early retire-
ment may be limited as they amount to paying people
for not working.

2. The existence-of an early retirement option can be

. useful in helping an institution terminate faculty.

3. Incentives for early retirement can have a “‘one-
‘time,”” short-run effect on the composition of the
facuity.

4. The design of an appropriate.incentive is not easy; in
addition to £conomic considerations, tax implications
and potential legal problems must be considered.

Retrenchment

The term “‘retrenchment’’ involves some confusion. As
used in this monograph and by the Project on Reallocation,
it means the-dismissal or layoff of tenuréd faculty members

-
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or the dismissal of nontenured faculty members in mid-
contract for reasons other than just cause or medical rea-
sons. Of the four bases for terminating tenured faculty con-
sideredlegitimate by the AAUP—cause, medical reasons,
financial exigency, and closure of academic programs—
only financial exigency and closure of academic programs
are sufficient justification for retrenchment, because just
cause and medical reasons are confined to the individual
faculty member and the specific circumstances of his or

her case.

A survey of the member institutions of the Association of
American Colleges at the beginning of the 1970s found that
seven of 54 respondent institutions had terminated at least
one tenured faculty member for reasons of fifiancial exigency
(Gillis 1971, p. 367). In a study of staff reduction policies at
163 public and private institutions in 14 states in the aca-

. demic years 1971-72 through 1973-74, 74 percent of private
four-year institutions, 66 percent of public four-year institu-
tions, and 41 percent of two-year institutions had reduced or
were in the process of reducing faculty (Sprenger and Schultz
1974). In 91 of the 163 institutions in the sample, the number
of faculty reductions increased substantially each year over
the threc-year period—from a total of 178 in 1971-72, to 259
in 1972-73. to0 517 in 197374 (p. 21). Of these 91 institutions,
52 reported declining enrollments as the primary reason for
the reductions, with increased operating costs as the second
most reported reason.

In a survey of chief executive officers of 300 institutions
that were members of the National Association of State
Universities and Land-Grant Collegss or members of the

. American State Colleges and Universities association,

12 institutional respondents reported dismissal of a total

134.5 FTE positions because of financial exigency (Fulker-

son 1974).

Slightly more than 16 percent of four-year colleges and
universities in the Project on Reallocation survey had
retrenched faculty in the five-year period between 1977 and
1982. Ten percent of tenure-granting institutions in the
sample had retrenched at least orie tenured faculty member
during that five-year period. With regard to retrenching '
faculty, no significant differences were apparent among
mstltutlonal types or between public and private institu-
tions. Instltutlons that had experienced declining enroll-

61




" Yes, I.want to receive the other 7

- - ']
reports in the 1985 ASHE-ERIC ORDER FORM
Higher Education Report series at
the special discount price. | have just Assoclation for the Study of |
t . 50. Higher Education
b?UQh Re‘_)otrt .No tat 87 5hO One Dupont Circle, Sulte 630 |
Please deduc this amount from the Washington, D.C. 20036
price of my subscription. Phone: (202) 296-2597 _ .
o Name i
Position
Inst Address
Tvpe Subscription | This Issue TOTAL
Regular $55.00 -$7.50 $47.50
AERA, AIR, - ) Day Phone
AAHE member $40.00 $7.50 $32.50
L Signature
ASHE member £35.00 ~§7.50 $27.50 .
3 Check enclosed (payable to ASHE)
. - 3 Purchase order attached
’ 3 Charge my VISA account
Exp. date '

“... Avaluable series, especially for reviewing and
revising academic programs. These reports can save
us all from pitfalls and frustrations.” L Charge my MasterCard account

Mark H. Curtis, former President . Exp. date —
‘Association of American Colleges

ORDER FORM
Dear Librarian, e
' ) —— 1984 Series $55.00 .
I have just finished reading one of the 1985 —— 1985 Series $55.00
0884-0040). | found it outstanding and strongly standing order(s) for this
* recommend that our institution subscribe to ir.stitution @ $55.00yr.
the series. At $5§.OO for 8 issues, it is abargain. TOTAL DI’¢:
» Signed, ' i )
. , . Name —
Name - Position .
- Title Inst/Address -
ASHis[ERIC]® 1
" Associstion for the Study of Higher Education
The George Washington Unlversity Day Phone
One Dupont Circle, Sulte 630, Dept. 51 Signature -
w“:!om.:;)' 29.2-'2597 - B 6 2 {2 CGheck enclosed (payabis to ASHE) }

E MC [0 Purchase order aitached

IToxt Provided by ERI



Association for the Study of Higher Education.
Attention: Subscription Department

One Dupont Circle, Suite 630

Washington, DC 20036 -

FROM:

Place

Stamp

Here

ATTN Serial Acqulsmons Dept.
The Library

63 -



ment of 5 percent or more over the 10-year period from fall
1972 to fall 1981, however, were significantly more likely to
have retrenched faculty between 1977 and 1982 than were
institutions that had experienced enrollment gains of 5 per-
cent or more and institutions with relatively stable enroll-
ment (changes in enrollment less than +$ percent) over-the
10-year period.

Three basic gliestions dominate the national discussion .
of faculty retrenchment:

1. Under what conditions should (or could) faculty be
dismissed or laid off? )
2. What progedures are necessary and/or desirable in
retrenchment? - _ -
3. What criteria should be used?

The argument over conditions tends to revolve around
what constitutes bona fide firancial emergericy and pro-.
gram discontinuance, as virtually all parties agree that fac-
ulty may be terminated for cause or for medical reasons. .
The AAUP advocates a definition of financial exigency that
involves a threat to institutional survival that cannot be
alleviated by other means, whereas others would adopt a
less stringent definition (see Gray 1981 and Hendrickson

-and Lee 1983 for a discussion of court cases and judicial

attitudes.on this matter). The courts have defined financial
exigency as an existing deficit'in an institution’s operating
budget and have held that legislative reductions in an oper-
ating bddget constitute a bona fide financial exigency (Hen-
drickson and Lee 1983). The courts also havé held that exi-
gency need not exist in an institution as a whole but can be

Jimited to a single academic u.it (pp. 85~86). The unit- ,

specific declaration of exigency imight be regarded as sus-
pect-in the common situation, however, particularly in
state-funded institutions, where budgets are centrally
administered and constituent college units are not ac
counted as self-supporting (Olswang 1983, p. 433).
Discussions with chief academic officers in public insti-
tutions and the recent literature lead one to the conclusion
that financial emergency is a more useful term than finan-
cial exigency. Emergency conveys the relative lack of time
to deal with the rapidly changing circumstances involved
with revenue shortfalls, while exigency implies general
conditions of decline. - N
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The emergency, condition of revenue shortfalls is becom-
ing increasingly common in the public sector of American
higher education.

Three times in the past 10 years, economic downturns
have been severe enough to cause abrupt mid-year cur-
tailments of spending plans in.some states, as tax collec-
tions dropped wjth the declining economy. The first sub-
stantial cutbacks affectint higher education occurred in
the 1974-75 recess:on,,ﬁze second in 1979-80, and states
face similar circumstances in 1982. (Ten southern states
have been affected in the last two years.) (Mingle 1982,

p- . /

The problem in the private sector of higher education is
how to address general decline. The most common cases
occur when “‘paid accepts’’ fall drastically in one year.
One chief academic officer lamented.in the summer of 1982
that fall enrollment (paid accepts) was going to be 50 stu-
dents fewer than planned. A $250,000 shortfall in a small
college’s budget requires some drastic adjustments during
the year.

Institutions can take several steps to deal with such
emergency conditions (Bowen and Glenny 1976). Briefly,
institutions have to consider-the advantages of selective as
opposed to across-the-board reductions, the limits on flexi-
bility represented by fixed costs, the appropriate student
and faculty consultative mechanisms, rules and regulations
that limit fiscal flexibility, and procedures for laying off
and/or reallocating faculty (pp. 76-77). (For other guide-
lines to be followed in times of retrenchment, see Fortun-
ato and Waddell 1981 and Melchiori 1982.)

Establishing criteria for retrenchment requires that an
institution determine the relative priority it places on differ-
ent institutional areas. The institution has to define:

1. The unit that will be affected by retrenchment (that is,
program, department, division, or institution); -

2. The categories of personnel (faculty, administrators,
or others),

3. The locus of tenure (that is, department college or

campus);

Affirmative action goals; and

. The order of layoff.

v
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The Closure of Academic Programs.”

In a time of scarce resources, the discontinuance of some
academic programs is an almost inevitable outcome of bud-
get gaps-and of such processes as academic program
review. The decision whether or notto retain programs
that do not meet or are low on.specified criteria is an inte-
gral part of the entire academic review process. Further-
more, the right of institutions to engage in bona fide pro-
gram closure is almost unchallenged. The AAUP, for
example, accepts it as legitimate grounds for dismissing -
tenured faculty (Mortimer 1984, p. 62).

Program closure is not necessarily a decision to retrench
or to dismiss tenured faculty. Indeed, the University of
Michigan’s policy on discontinuance of academic programs
specifically states that the university has never released
tenured faculty members because of program closure. Fur-
ther, if it should become necessary to release tenured fac-
ulty within a program to be discontinued, every effort
would be made to place tenured faculty and staff in other
‘suitable positions, perhaps through retraining.

It is equally clear that a decision to reduce the faculty or
engage in reductions in force need not be a decision to
close programs; the maintenance of a program’s vitality is
often a special goal in guidelines for retrenchment, Several
alternatives to program closure have been identified—
merger, transfer to another unit, joint programs with
another institution, and transferring the program to another
institution (Davis and Dougherty 1978). ’

It is also apparent that substantial technical, bureau-
cratic, and emotional barriers must be overcome when

-considering phasing out programs: (1) lack of a data base to
interpret criteria; (2) the time-consuming involvement of
academic officers, deans, and faculty members; (3) emo-
tionalism and resulting decreased objectivity; (4) distrust
by faculty as the result of the failufe t6 consult them; (5)
ambivalence over making decisions; and (6) the political
climate of the institution and/or state (public and private
institutions may vary on this item) (Davis and Dougherty
1978). Closing a program also requires an institution to
identify the locus of program authority, the criteria-fo be
used, and the safeguards to be given to faculty, staff, and
students, - . :

= -
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Program
closure is not
necessarily a
decision to
retrench or to
dismiss
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Of the sligh:'v more than 16 percent of four-year colleges
and universities that reported retrenching faculty in.the
Project on Reallocation survey, about half cited program
closure, program reductions, and declining enrollment as
specific reasons for retrenching faculty. About 13 percent
of retrenching institutions gave financial exigency as the
primary reason for retrenchments.

Between 1977 and 1982, almost 37 percent of respondent
institutions in the Project on Reallocation survey had
closed undergraduate programs, another 7-percent had
closed graduate programs, and about 16 percent had closed
both graduate and undergraduate programs. The mean
number of program closures for all institutions that had
closed programs was 3.87. Sixty-nine percent of institu-
tions that had closed programs reported that declining
enrollment was the primary reason for program closures.

For purposes of discussion, this monograph treats
retrenchment as an isolated and fairly limited response to
conditions of declining enrollment and financial emer-
gency. Although the AAUP’s “‘institutional survival’ test
for determining bona fide exigency seems severe, the dis-
missal of tenured faculty nerely to gain additional flexibil-
ity may be too cavalier for most institutions to counte-
nance, particularly when other strategies are available.
Furthermore, most retrenchments have to be made on pro-
jections rather than on actual conditions, and most projec-
tions are not accurate enough for this puspose. While the
threat of retrenchment or retrenchment notices may spur
administrative and academic units to greater efforts to find

_ alternative strategies for coping with reductions, more ade-

quate faculty flow models, enrollment contingency plans,
and vital faculty development and retraining programs are
more humane solutions. Certainly, the first two alterna-
tives are economically feasible for all institutions.

Finally, a national debate is currently raging about
whether program reduction is (or should be) legitimate
grounds for dismissing faculty. An institution may argue
that it has no intention of closing a history department, it
just wants a smaller one. The usual method for “downsiz-
ing" a department is through attrition, denying tenure, and
not renewing part-time or one-year appointments. It is
clear, however, that faculty dismissals to reduce programs
rather than for reasons of exigency or closure are.a grow-

’-\
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ing part of the academlc landscape Dismissals clearly
should be used only as a last resort.

Retrammg and Reallocating Faculty

Programs for faculty training and development aid in'the
search for greater institutional flexibjlity. Retraining faculty
in areas of low student demand for reassignment to areas
of greater demand makes it possible for.some institutions
to use some faculty more efficiently. -

Four major types,of faculty training and development
projects have been identified: (1) career assessment and
planning; (2) respecialization and retraining; (3) experimen-
tal faculty exchanges and internships; and (4) *‘comprehen-
sive multidimensional prOJects“ (Baldwin 1981, p. 5). Only
seven such programs were in operation as of 1981, how-
ever, most of them serving primarily a populaticn of
advanced graduate students and recent Ph.D.s (p..67). "

A few institutions have encouraged faculty members to
retrain so that they ould shift to areas of high student de-
mand, and a few iastitutions have tried to operate mid-
career change programs (Patton 1979, p. 21). Interviews
with executives in industry, government, and academe
found *‘minimal interest’” in midcareer, change programs,
and an individual organization has little incentive to retrain
an employee for another profession; especially when eas-

ier, more direct ways to eliminate unheeded employees and

acquire needed ones are available (Patton 1979). The .
majority of career changes in academe have been among
faculty who failed to attain tenure (pp. 21-22). More
“recéntly, however, declining enrollments and reduced
funding have encouraged institutions to look again at mid-
career change.programs (Patton 1983). Incentives for mid-
career change are being used as ways to assist disaffected
faculty members to leave academe and to encourage others
to leave **so that more drastic measures, such as involun-

tary termination, pay cuts, and furloughs, can be avoided’*

(p. 44). Incentives for career changes include variations on

pald retraining,programs, severance pay, fixed-term earn- -

ings supplements and paid leave to attempt a trial place-
ment in business, government, or another nonprofit set-
ting—with the option.-to return to the institution at the end
of the trial period (pp. 48-49). Like incentive programs for
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early retirement, the costs of midcareer change incentives
are recovered by not replacing the faculty member, by
delaying replacement, or by hiring a less expensive
replacement (p. 45).

Retraining programs exist at only a few institutions, and
they have been developed principally in situations where
the institution seeks to reduce or abolish particular aca-
demic. programs while maintaining commitments to faculty
members in those programs by retraining them for work in
fields where student demand is high (Patton 1979, p. 184).
Several multicampus systems—among them the state uni-
versity system of Florida, the Pennsylvania state college
and university system, the State University of New ¥ork,
and the University of Wisconsin—have established retrain-
ing programs to ‘‘reduce or abolish selected academic pro-
grams while maintaining employment commitments to
faculty members, . . . [giving] institutions the flexibility
to reallocate resources to more productive use’’ (Patton
1979, p. 25).

Recognizing the declining growth rate of enrollments in
the state university system, the Florida Board of Regents
authorized $3,000 retraining graats for tenured faculty in
departments with declining enrollments to retrain.them-
selves in an area where faculty were in short supply. The
grants were to pay for the costs of relocation, tuition, and
other expenses of graduate study. Grantees were released
from-instruction and research-for-two to four-quarters. -
During the retraining period, the faculty member continued
to receive full salary. He or she agreed to return to his or
her university to teach for at least one year or to repay the
university system one-half his or her salary and the full
amount of the grant. In return, the umversny agreed, to find
the grantee an appropriate tenurcd appointment within the
system. The program operated from 1974 until 1977.

In the Pennsylvania state college system, the program,
begun in 1975, was not limited to tenured faculty, and the
retrained faculty member was assured reassignment within
the same institution. In 1977, SUNY instituted a program
to permit tenured faculty members to retrain in fields more
in demand. Selected faculty members typically spend a
semester at a state university. He or she receives salary, .
partial support for books and travel, and a tuition waiver if
study is in the SUNY system.
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The Wisconsin program was inaugurated in 1974 in
response to the possibility of retrenchment. Trainees are
provided salary and tuition, and they usually study for two

.~ semesters in an in-state institution.

In summary, while career-change programs are’appeal-
ing in concept, the key ques.ion remains whether an insti-
tution has an incentive to pay for them when sufficient
trained personnel are available in the marketplace and

~~ when retrained personnel may take their new experfise
elsewhere (Pdtton 1979, p. 28). Institutions are generally
reluctant ‘‘to make additional investments in-unproductive
employees who can be terminated, transferred, or encour-
- aged to retire” (p. 182), but higher tenure ratios, represent-
ing long-term commitments to specific individuals who may
be retrainable but not easily dismissed, might represent

one such incentive. .

About 60 percent (1,044) of approximately 1,800 two-
and four-year institutions responding to one survey _
reported that'they had an organized program or set of prac-
tices for developing faculty (Centra 1977). Another 3 to 4
percent said they were planning such programs. Most of
these programs focused on improving teaching skills and
conducting research (p. 50). By use of factor analysis, Cen-
tra was able to learn about the kinds of programs different
types of institutions were likely to employ. T.arger colleges

+ and universities tended to rely on sabbaticals and tempo-

—-—rary-reductions-in-teaching load:-Some-smaller collégés

" used senior teachers or *‘experts’ to train colleagues. -
Larger two-year institutions relied on staff support special-
ists in institutional development, audiovisual aids, and
other instructional services. Two-year institutions also

. .used a set of practices involving teaching assessment by
means of ratings from students, colleagues, and administra-
tors. Faculty members’ participation in development pro-
grams was generally minimal, and a significant part of the
support for such programs came from foundations or gov-

- ernment rather than from institutional budgets (Centra
1977, pp. 52-54). ) ’

The Project on Reallocation survey found that approxi-
mately 58 percent of all four-year colleges and universities
have some kind of faculty development program. Only 45
percent of the small institutions (under 1,500 FTE enroll-
ment) report faculty development programs. Among larger
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institutions, the rate climbs to nearly 70 percent. The pro-
portion of institutions with faculty development programs
does not vary significantly with Carnegie classification or
type of control (public/private). ¢ -

The Project on Reallocation also asked msututlons
whether they have a paid leave program. Overall, 86 per-
cent of the institutions have such programs. The positive
~ response rate was higher among institutions that are part of

a multicampus system (93 percent of the institutions that
were part of a system offered paid leave), unionized (100
percent), or public (93 percent versus 81 percent for pri-
vate). Not surprisingly, larger institutions are also more
likely to have paid leave programs. While nearly all large
campuses have such programs, only 60 to 70 percent of °
small institutions offer faculty paid leave. In addition to
paid leave, 72 percent of respondent institutions report
providing other opportunities for preparing faculty for new
or revised assignments.

Perhaps the most interesting statistic from the Project on
Reallocation in this regard is that only three institutions in
the survey (less than | percent) reported granting paid
leave to faculty to retrain. About 17 percent of respondents
reported having faculty retraining for new or revised
assignment in 1981-82. The total number of faculty mem-
bers retraining at those institutions was 103. Doctorate-
granting (20 percent) and comprehensive (22.3 percent)
institutions-were significantly more likely than liberal arts
colleges (11.2 percent) to provide faculty retraining, and
public institutions (24.6 percent) were more likely than pri-
vate institutions (13.1 percent) to provide it.

Unionized institutions in the PrOJect on Reallocation
study were significantly more likely than nonunionized
institutions to provide opportunities for faculty to retrain.
About 91 percent of unionized institutions reported provid-
ing opportunities for faculty to retrain, compared to about
70 percent of nonunionized institutions. Unionized institu-
tions also were more likely than nonunionized institutions
to.provide faculty retraining. About 36 percent of union-
ized institutions provided faculty retraining in .981—82
cornpared to about 15 percent of nonunionized institutions.

That unionized institutions are more likely to provide
opportunities for faculty to retrain supports the resylts of
one study of collective bargaining contracts, many of
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which were found to contain language indicating that fac-
ulty preferred adoption of alternatives to retrenchment,
such.as retraining faculty for reassignment (Lozier 1977).
Some unionized institutions might have turned to faculty
retraining when other alternatives with the potential to
lower salary-related costs are not viable because of union

.opposition (Bagshaw 1984).

Since the early 1970s, faculty development has been syn-,

" onymous with improving the teaching/learning environ- .

ment, but its focus on teaching methods has at times over-
shadowed its other possibilities. Faculty development has
had little impact on institutions (Toombs 1983, p. 86), and
opportunities and programs for faculty development and

tenewal are actually waning as colleges and universities

face the need to reduce costs (Edgerton 1981, p. 4).
Although academics value the substance of faculty devel-
opment, the evolution and eventual predominance of the
view of the college or university as a ‘‘managed enter-

prise’’ has created a situation in which the welfare and sur-

vival of the institution, rather than the welfare and devel-
opment of its individual inhabitants or components, is the
primary impetus to action and focus of attention (Toombs
1983). “Whatever the benefits of this managed institution
approach may be, it is not the best climate for thinking
about and experimenting with the development of human
resources”’ (pp. 90-91). .

As institutions face decreasing flexibility, faculty devel-
opment can play a role in institutional strategies. The psy-
cliological and physiological effects on faculty of the insti-
tution’s responses to scarce resources and environmental
uncertainty (as described in Meléndez and de Guzman
1983) suggest that the institution’s orientation toward
faculty development may have to:change. In the past,
faculty development has subsumed activities such as
instructional development, personal develop@ent, and
organizational development, which have been carried on
more or less independently and episodically within institu-
tios. A more productive perspective might be to integrate
faculty development activities as one seginent of an effec-
tive management development plan that involves broad
representation and significant participation by faculty
members. . . .- ?

The institution that copes successfully with the issues

3
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and problems of the 1980s is likely to have a wide variety
of effective management techniques. The topics of this
monograph reflect many of these techniques and
approaches to institutional management. As the institution
develops new approaches to maintaining flexibility in aca-
demic staffing, it may consider faculty development as only
one useful approach. The institution might also want to
involve faculty members more closely in planning, it might
consider and evaluate various personnel policies uSing a
faculty flow model, it might institute an early.retirement
program, or it might turn to new types of contracts and
alternatives to tenure. Indeed, it might be time for faculty
development to ehlarge its focus on the teaching/learning
environment as the only crucial aspect of faculty experi-
ence and become involved in a campuswide effort to
improve flexibility.
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FACULTY FLOW MODELS ‘

Campus decision makers face a wide array of policy —
options as they consider how to maintain or enhance the -
flexibility of academic staffing. Furthermore, it is difficult Without a

to know intuitively how changes in personnel policy will d" I '
affect the composition of the faculty one or two years in no _e_ 4

the future, to say nothing of 10 or 15 years ahead. When deczszon
evaluating policy options, decision makers must use some makers can

type of model, either implicit or explicit, to understand the
relationships among large numbers of variables, some of on ly g uess
which they can control or manipulate and some of which at how
they cannot. Without a model, decision makers can only their policies
guess at how their policies will affect academic staffing, .

Faculty flow models help in understanding the effects of will aff ect

personne] policy changes. Flow models make explicit the academzc
assumptions about relationships among variables that stafﬁng.
underlie planning analyses. Moreover, faculty flow models .
describe mathematically the relationships among variables,

including demographics of institutional faculty, promotion

policy, retirement policy, and long-range staffing goals.

Administrators addressing questions about the long-term

implications of current policy or the possible effects of new

policies might ask, for example:

® What will the demographics of the faculty look like in
five or 10 years?

¢ How will an early retirement program influence the - —
pattern of new hires of junior faculty?

® Is it possible to decrease the tenure ratio while main-
taining promotion policies that make the institution
attractive to younger faculty \aembers?

A decision maker can use the model to examine what
effects alternative policies have in achieving desired out-
comes, to determine which variables exert the largest influ-
" ence over faculty demographics, and to understand better
the probable future makeup of the faculty Thus, the policy
maker can evaluate policy alternatives and at the same
time come to understand the problem and the institution’s
capabilities-more fully—what has been called “‘modeling
for insight, not numbers’’ (Bloomfield and Updegrove
1981a), .

While it is possible to make one or two future projec-
tions by hand, the use of a computer-based faculty flow
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mode! permits the decision maker to explore many such
questions in a relatively short time. As computer technol-
ogy has decreased in price and become easier to use, it has
become easier for administrators to explore personnel poli-
cies through faculty flow models. The following example
illustrates the principles behind many faculty flow models.
It simplifies the campus academic personnel structure con-
siderably, but it demonstrates the same fundamentals
encountered in'more complex models.

Consider a college that classifies faculty members only
by their tenure status. Assume that faculty are always
hired into nontenured positions and that thereafter they
may be reviewed and promoted to tenure. Nontenured fac-
ulty also leave the institution through resignations. Ten-
ured faculty members remain tenured until they resign,
retire, or die. Figure 1 shows this hypothetical college’s
personnel system. It is easy to see why the models are
called flow models if one imagines faculty members moving
from one category to another as their employment status
changes.

FIGURE 1

A SIMPLE FACULTY FLOW MODEL

NONTENURED TENURED
o D~
‘FACULTY PROMOTE FACULTY

Y
DEATHS

4
RESIGNATIONS RETIREMENTS

Y
RESIGNATIONS .

In this model, the number of nontenured faculty each
year will equal the number of nontenured faculty last year
plus any new hires and minus dny faculty members who
were promoted to tenure or resigned. The number of ten-
ured faculty will equal the number of tenured faculty last
year plus those promoted and minus those who retired, /
resigned, or died. Historical analysis of faculty behavior
can establish the typical proportion of faculty who move

/

/




from one status to another in a given year. By expressing
these relationships in mathematical terms, the administra-
tor can calculate the specific number who will move be-
tween the various stages of a faculty career. Such calcula-
tions can lead to useful indicators, such as a tenure
ratio—for example, the number in the tenured category
divided by the total number of faculty members. Even a
simple model such as this one can demonstrate that the
institution’s goals of maintaining a low tenure ratio and.
increasing faculty productivity (by providing incentives for
promotion‘and maximizing staffing flexibility) will conflict

" (Hopkins and Massy 198]).

The more advanced faculty flow models follow the same
basic principles but add more categories by which to clas
sify faculty and to specify more relationships among the
categories. A number of approaches to faculty modeling
are available. Most of them are heuristic; that is, they
depict the logical relationships among variables but depend
on the decision maker to guide the modeling process to a
solution. Such models allow the user to explore a number
of alternative solutions to a given problem before deciding
on the best one. In contrast, some models use an algorithm
to find the optimal solution tc a given problem; linear pro-
gramming models are a common exaiple of this approach.
Given a number of constraints and goals for problem vari-
ables, a linear programming model produces the optimal
solution. The basic heuristic models, with examples, are
déscribed in the following section.

- -

* s

Types of Flow Models

Markov models

Markov models, named after a Russian mathematician,
describe the movements of members of a population
through a series of categories or states, such as the two
stages (nontenured and tenured) in figure 1, Members of
the population move between the states according to
defined probabilities, aptly termed ti< transition probabili-
ties. A Markov model has two defining characteristics: (1)
A finite number of states is involved, and (2) the likelihood
of moving from one state to another depends only on the
current state, not on what has happened previously. The
model has no capacity for any memory of past history. In a
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true Markov model, the transition probabilities also remain
constant. In some faculty flow models, however, it is use-
ful to change the transition probabilities to reflect how poli-
cies may change over time. In either case, by applying the
transition probabilities to the number of faculty in each
state, the model calculates the number for the states in the
next time period. Successive iterations continue the projec-
tion for the required number of years.

Like any model, a Markov model needs data to operate,
which requires collecting historical data like the number of
faculty who fall into each state in the Markov model and
the historical probabilities of moving from one state to
another. For the institution that has kept complete person-
nel records, this requirement should not pose a major prob-
lem. The transition probabilities can be calculated by
examining past changes in faculty status. If, however,
recent changes in institutional policy would affect the tran-
sition probabilities, such changes must be taken into
account. In one study, researchers built a Markov model
based on only two years of time series data; while the
model proved useful, the researchers recommend more sta-
ble data collected over a longer period of time (Spinney
and McLaughlin 1979). (See also Hopkins and Massy 1981
and Stokey and Zeckhauser 1978 for more details on the
mathematics and technical details of Markov models.)

‘Stanford_University was one of the first institutions to
use Markov models to analyze faculty flow (Hopkins and
Massy 1981). Hopkins developed a multistate Markov
model to evaluate the effects of an early retirement pro-
gram. The first seven states hold nontenured faculty based
on their number of years of service. (Each of the seven
states corresponds to one year of a seven-year probation-
ary period.) Six states hold tenured faculty grouped
according to age of the faculty member on the basis of five-
year age groupings. The last state is retirement. The states
were defined in this way because years of service for non-
tenured personnel and age for tenured faculty were judged
. to be the greatest determinants of probabilities of promo-
tion, salary, and retirement. ¢

Bloomfield (1977) of Oregon State University expanded
on the Stanford model and created a Markov model with
_ 161 states (see table 3). Increasing the number of states
permits a more finely detailed analysis,. but at the expense
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of simplicity. In addition, each state must contain enough
facuity to ensure statjstical validity. With a faculty of ap-
proximately 1,300, this requirement did not pose a threat to
the validity of the Oregon model. - B

A more generalized Markov model, the Academic Flow
Model, is designed to be readily transferable to other institu-
tions (Bleau 1982). It reduces the number of states to 26 but
includes states for part-time and fixed-term appointments,
The Academic Flow Model is also more detailed than the
" Stanford model, because it includes separate states for assis-
tant, associate, and full professors, which are further classi-
fied by age. The model was tested and validated at two cam-
puses of the Pennsylvania State University. ,
Simulators )
A second general type of faculty flow model is the com-
puter simulator. While Markov models operate on groups
of faculty members according to their state, simulators
model faculty cc.orts year by year and depend on data on

- TABLE 3
DEFINITIONS OF STATES FOR THE OREGON STATE
UNIVERSITY COMPREHENSIVE FACULTY FLOW -

MODEL
Number of.
Variables Categories Categories®
Tenure status Nontenured, tenure - 2
Rank " Instructor, assistant
‘ professor, associate
professor, professor 4
Years in rank 0-3, 4-6,7-9, 10+ 4
Age 0-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60+ 4
Years of service 0-3,4+ 2

. *The combination of all possible values of these variables yields 256 possi-
ble states. This total was reduced by deleting states corresponding to
‘nontenured full professors (32 states) and by deleting reference to years
of servicefor tenured faculty (64 states). With the addition of a final
absorbing state for separation from the university, this model contains
161 states.

Source: Bloomfield 1977, p. 7.
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individual-faculty members. The simulator follows faculty
members through the various stages of an academic career
by using a random number generator to simulate the pro-
cess of the faculty career. It is a *‘statistica] experiment
performed by a computer representation’ (Gray 1977, p.
7). For example, each year a certain probability exists that
a nontenured faculty member will be promoted to tenure,
which depends on a number of factors, including the num-
ber of years of probationary service. The simulator *‘pro-
motes’’ or denies promotion to faculty. based on the values
of the random numbers it generates. When-applied to an
entire faculty, this process comes close to modeling actyal
behavior. For each year in the projection, the simulator
makes similar decisions for every faculty member. The
process can vary according to the random numbers used,
however, so most simulators run through a given scenario
several times and then average the results, giving a more
accurate picture of future behavior. The results of the sim-
ulated model also show the range of possible outcomes,
whereas the Markov model shows only the number of fac-
ulty members in each state.
~ Because simulators operate on data for individual faculty
members, they require more data than the Markov models.
To use a snmulator, an institution must have data such as
age, rank, years in service, sex, race, department, and sal-
ary for each faculty member. Data on the probabilities of
events such as promotion and resignation are also re-
quired. Becausc of the data requirements and the number
of calculations and iterations required for each run, simula-
tors are usually limited by the size of an institution’s fac-
ulty. They are most successful when total faculty numbers
no more than 200 to 250. Some larger institutions have
used simulators, but they have applied them to s¢hools or
colleges rather than to the entire institution. (See Nevison
1980 for a useful and detailed description of a faculty flow

simulator.)
A simulator developed at-the University of Southern

California keeps track of faculty age, rank, salary level,
sex, race, year tenured or year of upcoming tenure deci-
sion, and department (Bottomley 1978; Gray 1980; Linnell *
and Bottomley 1975). It would be virtually impossible fora
Markov model to keep track of all this information and still
"be statistically valid because of the number of states it .
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.- would require. The USC model also requires definition of
policies for retirement, tenure, replacement, and promo-
tion. The user must specify, for example, both the proba-
bility that faculty members at certain ages will retire and
the likeliliood of promotion, given rank and years of ser-
vice. Because of the rich detail of input data, the computer
snmulator usually produces more complete summaries of

_the results of modeling. The USC model shows the number

, of retirements, deaths, resignations, and new positions/
vacancies; faculty members who receive and are denied
tenure and promotions; and the age, race, and sex charac-
teristics of the faculty—all for the faculty as a whole and
for each department: Finally, the model lists the total cost
of faculty salaries, average salaries for each rank, and the
percentage of total salaries spent on tenured faculty. The
output is staggering. (See Linnell and Bottomley 1975 fora
sample output of the model.) 2

Other models

Although it does not quite fit into a category like the Mar-

kov models and simulators, EDUCOM’s modeling system,

EFPM (EDUCOM Financial Planning Model), also

deserves mention. Originally based on the highly success- .
ful TRADES model at Stanford University (Hopkins and .

Massy 1981) and built to model financial projections, .
EFPM is now-used to model other college activities,

mcludmg faculty flow. The modeling system does not fit

intoa neat category because it is a flexible system that

allows users to build context-specific models. Each EFPM

model is definéd in terms of variables and relationships *

among the variables. EFPM’s work sheet can handle up to

560 variables and 12 time periods and is conceptually simi-

lar to the popular electronic spread sheets used on micro-

computers. Faculty flow models using EFPM might be

designed as Markov-models, but other variables are possi-

ble as well.

2. The USC faculty planning model is available at small expense to other
institutions through Linnell. The user must develop data bases on faculty
demographics and institutional policy to use with the model. Because the
model is written in BASIC, it is adaptable to the special needs of other
institutions. The USC model has had varying degrees of success at large
and’small, public and private institutions throughout the country (Bottom-
ley 1978).

]
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" and McLaughlin (1979) used a Markov model to analyze

A number of colleges have used EFPM for. faculty flow
modeling; Purdue University was one of the ﬁrst (Knodle
et al. 1979). Along with Carnegie-Mellon University, Pur-
due extended its-faculty modeling on EFPM to academic
subunits to give more detailed analysis than would be pos-
sible at the institutional level. Smith College used EFPM to
model faculty distribution by age group and sex in relation
to tenure ratios and retirement patterns (Bloomfield and
Updegrove 1981b). .

In addition to these models, a number of other ap-
proaches to faculty modeling in higher education are avail-
able. Katz (1977) describes how difference equations can
represent a simple model. Schroeder (1974) explains a goal
programming model that is-more determmlstlc than the
models described here. Bleau (1982) discusses several
other less widely used faculty flow models. The majority.of

‘institutions that have used faculty modeling extensively,

however, have used Markov models or simulators.

Application of the Models

Administrators using a faculty flow model are sometimes
looking for a specific answer to a specific policy question—
for example, how to assess the effect of current tenure pol-
icy on tenure ratios over an extended time period. Spinney

six different policies and observed the effect of each on the
tenure ratio. Their model showed that the current tenure )
policy would result in the tenure ratio’s rising from 56 to 74
percent and new hires dropping dramatically.

In another case, a Markov model was used to examine a
faculty early retirement program at Stanford (Hopkins °
1974)."Through use of the model, it was discovered that an
early reétirement program had s1gmfjcant short- term bene-
fits. In the first five years, faculty turnover increaved 14

" percent. This early gain contrasted to a more modest

change over the long term, however, suggesting that while
an early retirement program was a solution to an immedi-
ate problem in maintaining faculty flexibility 2t Stanford, it
did not offer the institution a continuing soiution.

In another application, researchers looked at the effect
of affirmative action policies.on the male/female ratio

"among faculty in a program in the natural sciences (Linnell

*
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and Gray 1577). They determined that to maintain a levei ‘

of female employment in the program equal to the rate at
which females receive advanced degrees nationally would
— require 20 percent of new hires be female. Achieving this
" level was considered difficult at best; thus, the affirmative
action goal for the program was redefined in light of the
results of the analysis.

Once the broad parameters of a problem are establlshed
successive runs of the model can-perform a sensitivity
analysis to determine how minor changes in policy can
affect ontcomes. In completing such analyses, decision
makers learn not only. the specific answer to one policy
question but also which policies have the largest effect on.

desired outcomes. They can thus begin to develop a deeper

understanding of the relationships among many personnel
variables. An investgation of changes in cost and tenure
ratio as arresult of ch¥nges in mandatory retirement laws

. determined that the overwhelming influence on the out-
come was the initial characteristics of the faculty group .
(Bottomley, Linnell, and Marsh 1980). The distributions of

's age and rank in particular exerted a large influence over
‘changes in cost and tenure ratios.

After a th‘?rough analysis of a number of vanables that
affect faculty distributions, Eddy’and Morrill (1975) con-
cluded that relying on tenure quotas to guide personnel
policy is artificial’and crude. They found that the whole
process of faculty flow depends on and is sensitive to a
number of policies. It is highly unlikely that they would
have-gained this perspective without the model to show
them the relationships among policy variables. This analy-
sis serves as an excellent example of how modeling can
bring new insight to a problem at the same time it guides
policy decisions.

It is important to note, however, that not all modeling
analyses lead to new insights or improved policies. After
" thorough analysis, policy makers at.Oregon Swate Univer-
sity determined that existing pollcy would sermit the insti-
tution to maintain academic flexibility. The existing pollcy,
which required that alf vacant posnt"‘ns revert to the cen-*
tral administration for reassignmeat, appeared optimal in
this context (Bloomfield 1977). The results of the modeling
were ‘‘administratively reassuring, although mathemati-
cally disappointing’’ (p. 13).

Y
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Experience with the Models :
. Faculty flow models are one kind of mode! available to
institutional managers. The overall evaluation of the suc-
cess of the many types of models available to.college deci-
sion makers has be=~ mixed. In a survey of users of sev-
eral.popular resot:ce aliocation models, only 32.4 percent
of the respondents felt that the model had met a.consider-
able number of its objectives (Plourde 1976). A more
recent survey of users of EFPM found that roughly two-
thirds of current users had used the model successfully
(Masland 1984). Journal articles suggest that the usérs of
faculty flow models are on the whole satisfied with their
models; however, this satisfaction may result from the fact
that only tho$e who have been successful have.published
the results of their efforts. Because modél builders are fre-
quently the prime users of faculty flow modgls, the percep-
tion of success may be further, biased. 1t is likely, however,
that flow models are more successful than other models
because they are no*. {erribly complicated and are easy for
decision makers to understand and use. Participants in
Harva:d’s Institute for Educational Management have used
a faculty simulator in a personnel course for several years.
These top-level aiministrators found the quel easy to use
and to understand (Chait and Ford 1982). ’

The use of certain principles can.improve the chances of
success for-those wi:0 want to use the models. They fall
into two broad categories: (1) the technical issues of build-
ing and using a model, and (2) the organizational issues
related- to successful lmplementat on of the model (Mas-
land 1983). .

Without accurate and complete data, no model is useful
But a serious lack of data is a common technical problem
in modeling (Johnstone 1974). In an area such as faculty’
flow, most institutions have the basic data in personnel.
files or can ob.ain the data directly from faculty members.
If information on transition probabilities, for example, is
not available, the rudiments of a data bdse can be collected
ov¢ - a two-year period. Modelers can then validate the ini-
tial estimates of the transition probabilities during the fol-
lo-ving years. Even if data are available, however, decision
makers should validate a model by checking its predictions
against actual future trends. Validation can correct any
gross errors and fine tune the probabilities.
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Modelers may build too complicated a model: Modeling -
should start simple and stay simple (Hammond 1974). A
simple model can be quite informative and helpful, demon-
strating policy changes and the relationships among vari-
ables. A more complicated model may confuse the issues
and solutions.

A successful morlel should adapt easily to changmg situ-
ations on the campus and in the college’s external environ-
ment. It should be a simple matter to change pe'sonnel pol-
icy variables and to observe their effect or: fac:lty. Most
top administrators, for example, will not want to have to
change transition probabilities directly in s Markov model
and wil! be more likely to usethe model if it asks them *
straightforward questions about the chances of moving
from: one state to another. For those considering purchase
. of a model from another institution or consultant, the criti-
? cal question is whether the model is flexible enough to
meet the specific needs of the campus. Many models that
look flexible may not be able to incorporate all of an insti-
tution’s idiosyncrasies.

Aithough technical problems contmue to arise, modelers
have learned from their mistakes of the past 15 years. The
ability to build useful models has also.benefited from
changes in computer technology. Thus, in today’s institu-
ticn techmcal problems may be less of a stumbling block -
than organizational issues. No model is valuable if the
‘people who'should use it do not do so. To increase the
chances of success, the faculty flow model should be .
believable; the output and recommendations it produces
should make sense to its users. The model’s results should
be relevant.to the problem at hand so that useful informa-
tion is available to policy makers. And the information
must be in a format that communicates the important infor-
mation and variabfcs clearly (Morisseau 1973).

It is equally important that modeling have the support of
top administrators on the campus. Without support, efforts
at modeling will flounder. But, part'cularly for a faculty
flow model, top management’s support is not the only nec-
essary factor? Faculty members themselves must under-

«stand the model and trust it. The faculty will be more apt

to accept policy changes based on modeling if they are

comfortable with the model and how it is used. In fact,

I using a flow model in a joint administrative and faculty .

¥ - . . . s
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committee so all concerned parties can participate might be
beneficial (Linnell and Bottomley 1975). N

Faculty flow models can be helpful tools for understand-
ing the relationships among personnel policies and faculty
demographics. Use of models can enhance knowledge of
the interactions of important variables and can help the °
user evaluate alternatives before policies are changed. A
number of approaches to flow models are available. The
administrator interested in exploring them further should
examine the institution's needs carefully. For large institu-
tions, a Markov model is probably the best approach. For
smaller colleges or subunits within a larger institution, the
simulator may. provide additional, useful details. Because
the literature on flow models describes several approaches,
an administrator or faculty member with basic computer
skills may: be able to build his or her own model, using
microcomputer software such as Visi-Calc or similar pro-
grams. Groups like EDUCOM are also available to help
colleges and universities with modeling.

This discussion must conclude with a caveat. Although a
flow model can show the effects of any early retirement
program or the imposition of a tenure quota, none of the
models described can answer.the more important questions
of how to evaluate faculty for promotion, how to make

"individual decisions about awarding tenure, how to best
maintain the faculty’s vitality, or whether the faculty in

_ one discipline should be exnanded at the expense of
another. The decision maker must use sound judgment and
experience to answer these questions.

\
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REALLOCATION AND REDUCTION STRATEGIES

The study of the use of faculty staffing practices and insti-
tutional efforts to reduce expenditures and reallocate
resources has resulted in a typology of reduction and real-
location strategies (see Mortimer and Taylor 1984). The
following section identifies these strategies and makes a
. number of observations about their effectiveness. In some
cases, the observations lend themselves to recommenda-
_tions for effective practice; in other cases, they snmply
express dilemmas mherent in their-use.
. The Strategies ’ .
For heuristic purposes, two approaches to reductlon and re-
allocation and two ways to nmplement those approaches are
~_  identified. A twq-by-two matrix is the result (see figure 2).

FIGURE 2
, INSTITUTIONAL APPROACHES TO REALLOCATION

Management Strategy

Decrements
Attrition - (Increments)

Across-the-board ~ -issez-faire Traditional
Management - Planning
Starve Problems/ Strategic

Selective Feed Opportunities Planning

o

Type of
JImplementation

Attrition is probably the more common approach to real-
location. In this:situation, institutions merely capture loose
positions and funds as they become available. It is essen-
tially a reactive strategy. On the other hand, some institu-
tions plan decremeits to handle decline. This approach is a
more aggressive institutional strategy and involves the
preparation of plans and contingencies to.handle decline
over three to five years. The two approaches to realloca-
tion, attrition and/or decrements, can be implemented
across the board or selectively. Four specific management
strategies therefore result. - 2 -

Across-the-board attrition is reflected when expendltures
are reduced by not replacmg personnel who resign or ‘
retire, deferring building maintenance or‘falljng to reolen-
ish depleted stores of supplies. In these situations, the
institution may administer hiring and spending freezes .

* . T —
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indiscriminately to all academic units. Across-the-board
attrition is seen frequently in colleges and universities in
the first few years of financial shortfalls and/or distress
(Bowen and Glenny 1981;.Dickmeyer 1983).

Across-the-board decrements occur when all budgets or
certain items in them are cut by some percentage. In this
situation, travel, maintenan:=, and equipirent purchases
are particular ‘‘targets of opportunity’’ for decremental
funding. Across-the-board decrements are a common
response to financial stress (Mortimer and Taylor 1984).

Attrition and decremental approaches to reallocation and
reduction can also be administered selectively. Selective
attrition, characterized as ‘“‘starving the problems and feed-
ing the opportunities’ (SPFO), allows slow budget reduc-
tions or reallocation of resources from marginal or low-
priority activities to areas of strength and high priority.
Institutions that exercise central control over vacant posi-
tions, for example, may decide not to replace a retiring his-
tory professor, while authorizing a business administration
department to hire additional faculty.

Selective decrements, which are typiﬁed by the current
interest in strategic planmng, occur in at least three differ-
ent ways: -

¢ The imposition of standard budget targets on each of
the institution’s units and the reallocation of funds to
‘high-priority programs;

¢ The imposition of variable targets to create a realloca-
tion fund (a fund for excellence?); -

® Reallocations that arise from and follow priorities that
have been identified through a comprehensive pro-
gram review process.

These four strategies or approaches to reduction and
reallocation demonstrate the subtleties of managing aca-
demic affairs. Each academic unit can be dealt with as a
problem or an opportunity, or as a high or low priority, or
in decremental/incremental ways.

The matter is further complicated by the context of the
institution itself, however.

In the early stdges of decline, institutional actions are
highly political; above all they seem to be aimed at keep-

+
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ing interest group reactivity at a low level. However, as
fiscal conditions worsen, more traditionally rational
approaches begin to appear and, by the time the crisis
. truly arrives, rational strategies of high reactivity are

- commonplace. It seems clear that highly rational reac-
tive strategies become politically feasible when condi-
tions become desperate, but not much before (Leslie
1984, p. 94).

While Leslie’s reference is to fiscal management, the impli-
‘cations for those in academic personnel are consistent with
his observations and our values. Options for retrenchment
become viable only after almost everything else has failed
or when not enough time is available for other options to
be implemented.

]

Effectiveness of the Strategies
The nine observations concerning the effectiveness of the ,
four reduction and reallocation strategies cluster around
three major headings. The first three points have to do with
the context of budget cuts and their effect on institutional
_ politics. The next five points relate to the strengths and

weaknesses of the various strategies for reduction and real-
location. The ninth point is a comment on consultation pro-
cesses in reallocation.

1. Both academic and nonacademic areas feel the

effects of reallocating resources. . ’

One large university reported that it had reallocated
some $25 million over an eight-year period. Although $10
million of that amdunt had come from academic areas, $22
million of the $25 million went to pay energy-related bills.
One-third of the chief academic officers responding to the
Project on Reallocation survey reported that money had
been allocated into academic affairs from other areas dur-
ing the last thr¢e to five years. Forty-seven percent re-
ported no change, and 17 percent reported they had lost
money to other areas witain the institution.

2. Budget cuts and reallocation put great pressure on

existing formulas and traditional systems of allocating

resources.

An example of such pressure occurs in institutions using
decremental strategies. It is very difficult to hand out bud-
get cuts based on agnticipated enrollment declines and/or

2
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budgetary shortfalls. For most institutions, projecting
enrollments for individual academic units tends to be an art
rather than a science. It becomes a guessing game to hand
out internal budgetary cuts based on projected enrollment
declines in academic units unless enrollments are capped
2s a matter of strategic priority rather than as predictions
of student demand.

Further, the more complex the institution, the more diffi-
cult it is to establish direct links between enroliments and
size of academic staff. Faculty and administrators at com-
plex universities argue that teaching is only one of the
duties of a faculty member. Research and service may be
regarded as equal or more important, and reduced erroll-
ments can be seen as opportunities to increase effort in the
other areas. In response to such arguments, some institu-
tions have begun to consider such activities as continuing
education as a part of normal course loads rather than
extra compensation.

3. Itis difficult to persuade those in low-priority areas

that they should be low priorities.

Those who are losing funds and/or resources seldom
think it fair or wise. Most deans of education, for example,
are committed to helping the school of education and
believe it is lack of wisdom that causes campus administra-
tors to cut their budgets or collapse positions merely
because enrollments are waning. On the other hand,
because the major share of the reallocated money goes to
pay the hidden costs of energy and fringe benefits, those
who are identified as high priorities want to know where all
the money went! It is hard to reallocate funds fast enough
to handle the enrollment shifts that occur when students
change their preferences. Built-in rigidities in the faculty
personnel system, for example, work against rapid deploy-
ment of faculty resources into areas that experience
marked gains in enrollment over a short period of time

{two to three years).

4. Decremental budgets and planning systems help

Jocus attention on priorities, but they are very dtfﬁcull to

implement over time,

In one university, each academic unit was put on a five-
year decremental target. The average target was 7 percent,
but the range was from 0 to approximately 15 percent.
Planning documents had to be filed to show how each of




approximately 12'academic units intended to meet its five-
year target. -
Some very good results emerged from the targets:

-

® Over time, the university community learned to
believe that budget shortfalls were a reality.

® Some academic officers began to think of how to raise
money instead of just how to spend it! . ) X

® Debate arising from the decremental targets identified
at least 14 major policy dilemmas for universitywide
rather than.college-level decisions (for example, man-
agement of enrollments, academic and administrative
computing resources, and funding for libraries).

® Over time, some academic offices began to implement
vertlcal as well as horizontal cuts.

» i . -

To be effective over-time, however, such systems need
to be able to accommodate contingencies, such as changing
assumptions and projections on which the targets were
based. In one case, a college did not actually experience
the enrollment declines that were expected when the tar-

‘gets were handed out. In another case, an abnormal num-
ber of faculty retirements, resignations, and tenure denials
resulted in greater flexibility in the unit than had been
anticipated when the targets were specified.

5. Leadership of the highest order is required to estab-

lish the point that setting priorities among ccademic

units is the responsibility of the next highest level of
decision making. )

One of the major internal debates about realiocation is
the relative authority of various levels in the decision-
making structure. Private institutions that opérate on fiscal
philosophies of ‘‘every tub on its own bottom®’ have to
resolve the dilemma of how much of the total institutional
revenue belongs to the institution as opposed to the sub-
unit that generates it. One private university has decided
that it would use most of its income from annual giving to
“‘subsidize™ the liberal arts college. The professional
schools are supposed to be on a break-even basis. Public
institutions that get state funds based on a formula find it
difficult to reallocate internal funds on some method other
than the formula.
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6. An effective strategy. of starving problems and feed-
ing opportunities requires a reasonably consistent defini-
fion of the problems and opportuniiies.

At most ipstitutions, less than 3 percent of the budget is
available for reallocation in any one year. It therefore takes
three to five years before the SPFO strategy has any signif-
icant effects. Administrators have to be careful that the
effect of reallocation and/or reduction is in a consistent
direction. The effectiveness of selective attrition is com-
promised when the leadership of the institution and/or the
academic units invoived change significantly, because such
changes often require the reexamination of priorities. In
cases where priorities vary substantially from year to year,
the net effect of SPFO over five years may be zero!

7. The key of success in most systems of strateg:c

choice is realistic expectations.

Since reallocation devices nperate largely on the margins
of resource allocation, a danger exists that those systems
will overpromise the results that are likely to occur. As
long as institutions continue the overwhelming, historical
pattern of allocating resources based on gradual incremen- .
tal or decremental patterns, one can reasonably be skepti-
cal of devices that promise to make such historical truths.
On the other hand, some institutions that have encountered
severe external crises, such as financial exigency, budget-
ary shortfalls derived from declining state appropriations,
or significant economic downturns in the environment,
have been able to accomplish a significant amount of real-
location through SPFO and strategic planning.

8. Administrative reorganizations and program closures

do not save significant dollars in the short run, unless

positions are eliminated.

As most of the cost-of a program is in the people used to
staff it, saving costs without eliminating positions is
unlikely. On the other hand, effective management of pro-
gram closures and reorganizations may save funds over the
long run through attrition or through cost-avoidance tech-
niques. Institutions may choose to close programs rather
than to spend the funds that would be required to signifi-
cantly upgrade-them.

8. Faculty committees work best when they are not

asked about individual programs or people but about

methods and criteria. ;

34 .
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The ethic of the academic community requires that fac-
ulty be consulted about such important decisions as creat-
ing, reducing, and closing programs and about reallocation
plans. Many faculty refuse to participate in the identifica-
tion of specific colleagues to be terminated, for example. In
some cases, faculty are willing to participate in the identifi-
cation of programs to be closed, but only after extensive
debate about the method, process, and criteria to be used
to arrive at such judgments. ) .
Scveral examples illustrate this point. In a small liberal
arts college, the chief academic officer provided informa-
tion and an analysis to a faculty committee. The committee
eventually supported his judgment that closures and/or ter-
minations were necessary, but it refused to identify the

_specific individuals of programs to be terminated. Yet the

*  legitimacy and trust gained through this extensive consulta-
tion was a crucial ingredient in maintaining stability on
campus during the terminations. In another case, a sfand-
ing committee of the faculty senate, the layoff committee,

" was successful in persuading the administration that layoffs
vzere not necessary if certain other reallocation policies
and practices were adopted. This faculty committee was
very active in persuading colleagues in departments around
the university to get their teaching loads and student/fac-
ulty ratios more in line with the universitywide cri. *via. In
still:another case, a university created a budget panel con-
sisting of administrators and faculty. The panel advises_the
administration annually concerningAllocating resources.
This normal budgetary allocation device is a significant fac- .
tor in identifying programs and units that can be targets of . .
oppoinity in times of decline, and the pattern of regular
consultation is a significant factor in the identification of s
areas for potential budgetary cuts or reallocation.

sl
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The changing context of higher education requires institu-
tions to recapture some measure of flexibility. This mono-
* graph has sought to provide a comprehensive description
- of major staffing practices that have the potential to
increase flexibility and has discussed some of the principal
issues-involved in their use. Although the definitive study
" of how institutions learn has yet to be-written, the practical
wisdom of mdst administrators would suggest that reason- .
ing by analogy to the experience of otaer “‘exemplar’’ and
“sister* institutions—those perceived as similar to one’s
own—oplays an important part in institutional decision
making. ’
The term ‘“flexibility’’ has enjoyed considerable cur-
rency in a number of recent contexts. The term has been
used here to signify the degree to which managers of insti-
tutional resources have alternatives to allocate or reallo-
cate academic resources, whether ip the form of funds or
positions. Flexibility ameliorates the problem of declining
resources by allowing institutions greater choice in th.
areas where expenditures need to be reduced; flexibility
buffers critical institutional functions from the impact of
environmental turbulence and uncertainty by providing
" options for redirecting resources..
Although this monograph advocates the creation of
greater flexibility through academic staffing practices, it R s
does not suggest that any particular practice is a‘panacea
with immediate restorative powers. Not every institution
has experienced scarcity and uncertainty to the same
degree or in the same way, and the usefulness of each .
practice examined in this woik depends on the context in
which it is used. Most institutional efforts to achieve flexi-,
bility will not be rewarded overnight but will accrue undra-
- matically, by small increments, over a period of time. For
in...lutions that need to retrench in the short run, this point
may mean flexibility will be used as soon as it is acquired. -
It is not the int‘ex&, of this paper fo equate institutional *
flexibility wjth autonomy or license in making decisions
about personnel matters. Institutions snu2ld be held
accountable in their expenditures of funds and their man-.
agement of huma; beings, and they should conform to
accepted standards of governance like adequate consulta- ) .
tion with faculty in decisions about staffing policy. Within
reasonable limits, fiscal coustraints are appropriate, and_

[
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most institutions c2an increase their flexibility within the
bounds of traditional frameworks for governance. The
research suggests, for example, that many institutions do
not pay sufficient attention to entry to the tenure tracks.
The decision to renew or create a tenure-track position and
the search for the best person to fill it are matters of some
iraportance to the institution and should be accorded more
attention at the institutional level than often occurs. (See
Waggaman 1983 for a discussion of the articulation of insti-
tutional and departmental needs in recruiting and appoint-
ing faculty.) Similarly, institutions frequently have no poli-
cies governing employment of part-time faculty and little
reliable information about the number and distribution of
part-timers employed by their academic departments (Les-
lie, Kellams, and Gugne 1982). Thus, in the areas of admis-
sion to the tenure track and part-time appointments, signifi-
cant sources of flexibility may exist.

This final section recommends the adoption of a contm-
gency perspective in developing an institutional staffing
strategy on the grounds that the effectiveness of each prac-
tice depends almost entirely on context. An effective insti-
tutional strategy must be based not only on a realistic
assessment of environmental forces aad their impact on the
specific institution (Keller. 1983) but also on a realistic
assessment of the institution’s potentialities. The recom-
mendation of a contingency perspective leads to nine addi-
tional recomincntations for developing a coherem staffing
strategy for the individual institution.

Develop an Appropriate and Comprehensive

Institutional Strategy

Not all institutions are facing the prospect of declining
resources, and among those that are, the type and degree
of declining resources vary,widely. Because institutions
differ and do not face the same resource environment, no
single strategy is appropriate to.all institutions. Each insti-
tution should determine its own staffing strategy based on
its academic and fiscal priorities, its current faculty mix,
and its assessment of relevant environmental factors. The
determination of this strategy will require knowledgeable
answers to the questions raised earlier in this monograph
about use of each staffing practice. In most cases, develop-
ing a staffing strategy will require institutions to take a

»
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three- to five-year perspective on staffing demographics
and to consider whether any orie of the several faculty flow
models is appropriate.

Know Your Institution
Good management results from infurmed ehoice. To assess
the effect that environmental factors are likely to have on
an institution, whether as constraints or as opportunities,
an institution’s management requires detailed knowledge of
the institution as well as its environment. Detailed knowl-
edge is also needed to assess.the relative costs and benefits
of changes in the type or extent of staffing practices used.
Thosé familiar with the literature on academic planning

will recognize the importance of a data base in making
decisions that affect institutional vitality. Information
about personnel, about academic and fiscal policies, and
about-practices should be linked in a data base that encour-
ages analytical thinking. One chief academic officer inter-
viewed for the Project on Reallocation described his insti-
tution’s attempts to develop links between the three areas

. as follows: First, we try very hard to identify and establish
our priorities. Second, we are very careful ta know where
our slack—in ;erms of people and resources—is located.

. Finally, we muke decisions that are designed to match our
prlormes with our slack.

Know What Your Institution Values
Establishing ptiorities and developing an appropriate insti-
tutional strategy require an identifiable set of institutional

~ values. Some readers may be uncomfortable with the attri-
butior: of a value system to a nonhuman entity; nonethe-
less, those with responsibility for the.overall functioning
and direction of the institution—institutional managers—
put institutional values into effect th. ough:their decisions
on behalf of the institution. These managerial decisions are
not based solely on the personal value systems that partic-
ular individuals bring to the role of institutional manager
but are shaped by socialization processes and by the con-
text of formal and informal statements of institutional mis-
sion, goals, and policies that have been established over
time. Institutional values are thus the purposive content of
this-received body of institutional goal statements as inter-
preted and enacted by institutional managers. °

<
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The process of managerial vision and revision of what is
valued in light of new circumstances leads to different,
institutional st}ategiés Some.institutions “merely intensify
their efforts in regard to their prlmary mission, a few
_ change radically, but most, either madvertently or deliber-
ately, redefine their mission . . . by what they choose to
eliminate’ by reallocation of priogities; by'conscious
choice; or by state-level mandates' (Peterson 1984, p. 42).
Each initiative may represent appropriate institutional
strategies when based on knowledgeable assessments of an
institution and its environment. -

Temper Expectations (and Aspirations) with Realism

No single staffing policy or practice is capable of remaking
an institution or providing unlimited degrees of flexibility.
For the most part, institdtional efforts to achieve greater -
flexibility-through changes in staffing practices will be
rewarded undramatically, b{y small increments, over a
period of time. For many institutions, ﬂexnb lity to be
gained by staffing innovations will accrue **on the mp~r-
gins,"" while traditional staffing practices remaip the .atral

featurg of personnel policy. .
A mix of carefully chosen practices will serve most insti-
tutions better than investment in the one practice that T

appears to have the highest or most immediate payoff for

the institution or a blanket commitment to all practices that
hold some promise for freeing resources. While a shotgun
apptoach in the quest for flexibility is not the solution,
institutions should examine each practice and develop poli-
cies for their use (and nonuse) in light of their own condi- .,
tions. Every institution should know why it uses the mix of
staffing practices that it does and under what circumstances’
it should consider changing the mix. .

Not only expectations but aspirations need to be realis-
tic. A tendency sometimes exists for those advocating an
innovation to sell the ideifby overpromising the results.
Staffing innovations that result in greater flexibility will
provide opportunities for qualitative growth, but, even
when successfully implemented over a long period, they
are unlikely to significantly improye the mstltutlon s aca-
demic reputatlon ;

.
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Link Personngl and Fiscal Affairs
An essential ingredient in any personnel policy is cost, and
implementing the staffing practices described earlier
involves both opportunity and carrying costs. The actual
costs of incentive early retirement and faculty retraining
programs are difficult to determine in the abstract but will
depend on such diverse factors as the condition of the
“economy, state laws governing faculty employment, fac-
ulty attitudes toward their work and toward retirement, the
degree of professionalization and specialization of faculty, -
whether retirees and retrainees must be replaced and at
what rank, and local market conditions (Chait and Ford
1982; Mitchell 1981; Patton 1979). The costs of these pro-
grams simply may be too high for some institutions. As
noted earlier, about 50 percent of four-year colleges and
universities in the Project on Reallocation survey engaged
in no early retirement planning with faculty, and about 20

percent informally negotiated early retirements with indi- .

vidual faculty. About 17 percent of survey respondents
reported faculty retraining in 1981-82.

While use of part-time faculty, non-tenure-track appoint-
ments, or fixed-term contracts may generate considerable
flexibility in the form of salary and benefits savings for
reallocation and reduced tenure commitments, consider-
able administrativé costs may be involved in hiring, super-
vising, and evaluating the performance of such personnel
(Chait and Ford 1982; Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne 1982).
In some cases, extensive use of part-timers may jeopardize
the accreditation of programs by professional associations.

Match Solutions to the Problem .

Use of pdrt-time faculty is by far the most prevalent staff-
ing alternative to traditional tenure-track staffing at four-
year colleges and universities. About 93 percent of institu-
tions in the Project on Reallocation sutvey used part-timers,
rivaling tenure itself as a widely used staffing practice.
About 65 percent of institutions with tenure systems also
used full-time, non-tenure-track appointments. The politi-
cal costs to institutions of using alternatives to tenure-track
staffing can be reduced substantially by confining staffing
solutions to the vicinity of staffing problems. A part-time’
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appointment is clearly appropriate when the staffing prob-
lem is that an academic appointment is called for and the
responsibilitics of the position are less than what would-be
required for a full-time faculty member. A non-tenure-track
appointment is clearly appropriate when the staffing prob-
lem is that a full-time academic appointment is required but
the ability 10 support the position in the future is uncertain
and the centrality of the position to the institution’s long-
term objectives is questionablc.

Less clear, particularly to faculty colleagues, is the
appropriateness of situations in which several part-timers
take over the responsibilities previously handled by one
tenured faculty member, or when all new hires in a depart-
ment are appointed to a nontenure track. Institutional
resource managers need to keep in mind that while prac-
tices like part-time and non-tenure-track appointments pro-
mote flexibility, flexibility is neither an end in itself nor suf-
ficient justification to use such practices indiscriminately.

Manage Entry to the Tenure Track

Gn the basis of research conducted for the Project on Real-
location, one staffing area where many institutions can
increase their flexibility while minimizing the attendant
economic and political costs is the tenure track. The deci-

. sion to renew or create a tenure-track position, the search

for the best qualified person to fill the position, and the
decision to award tenure to a probationary faculty member
are matters of some importance to the institution and

should be accorded greater attention by institutional man- :

agers. This monograph stops short of endorsing Centra’s
(1979) conclusion that because of changes since the expan-
sion years of the 1960s—declining enrollments, tighter
budgets, and higher tenure density—college and university
faculty must now prove that they deserve tenure. The issue
instead is that, because of constraints, many institutions
will be able to afford to fill as tenure-track appointments
only those positions that are central to the identity and via-
bility of the program and the institution; to appoint, after a
thorough and objective search, only the most promising
applicants; and to award tenure and promotion only to the
most deserving candidates, with the recognition that these
awards have been made at the expense of forgoing some-
thing else of value.*This recognition argues for greater

3
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attenticn to comniumcatmg institutional constraints and
expectations clearly to search committees when granting

approval to fill a tepure-track vacancy and to assisting pro-

motion and tenure committees to understand the bases of

the institution’s direction and commitments in personnel .

matters." -

Manage Positions, Develop People -
In a complex, nonprofit, goal-ambiguous, professionally
oriented, labor-intensive organization, people are the most
precious asset. In times.of rapid growth, higher education
recruited 13rge numbers of people, often indiscriminately.
In times of stable or scarce resources, people need to be
recruited selectively and dismissed humanely. ynstitutions
need to show at least as much concern for those who will
stay as for those who will leave, however (Peterson 1984).
. Faculty who will remain at the institution need to be reas-
sured when they are clearly not at risk, and the best reas-
surance.is to involve them in the institution’s planning.
This monograph suggested earlier some specific ways to
accomplish this feat. Ensuring adequate consultation with
faculty generally involves six elements @

Consultation should occur earIy in the decxsxon-makmg

process; the procedures for consultation should be uni- .
Sorm and fair to all parties; there must be adequate time

to formulate a response to the request for consultation;
information relevant to the decision skould be freely

available; the udvice rendered must be adequately coi:-

sidered and fezdback given; and the decision, when

made, should be communicated,to the consulting group
(Mortimer and McConnell 1978, p. 275).

It is not enough to simply m ‘nage human resources as an
indirect result of managing positions and programs; human
resources must be developed.

Institutions can provide a number of low-cost/high-payoff
nonmonetary rewards to sustain successful faculty:

. new faculty slots to build a critical mass of col-
leagues; authorization for a new course, program, or
degree; research assistants;-teaching assistants; more
clerical support; additional laboratory or computer o
equipment; an increased library budget; a reduced
course load; smaller (or larger) classes; better students;
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a more compact schedule; a sabbatical; travel funds,
research funds, or funds for a colloquium, and addi-
tional space for an honors or tutorial program. Any and
all of these ““payoffs”’ create conditions conducive 10
effective performance . . . (Chait and Ford 1982, p. 209).

The gesture of thanks for a job well done may be as impor-
tant as the absolute amount of money involved.

Proserve Managerial Prerogatives by Exercising Them
Different sections of this monograph have focused on dif-
ferent facets of a single theme: Institutional managers need
to make informed choices in guiding their institutions
through uncertainty. To some extent, uncertainty is a
given, although examining the local context in one’s
assessment of actual conditions at a specific institution is
important. For the most part, this monograph has dwelt on
ways that institutions can increase their options through
various staffing practices that promote fiexibility. It has
also stressed the importance of informed choice, both by
describing the extent to which these practices are in use
nationally and by arguing for more comprehensive institu-
tional data bases that link faculty demographic and fiscal
information. ) ’ .

The simple fact remains that institutional managers do
indeed need to choose. The analysis of institutional data
will provide a clear picture of constraints on resources and
opportunities to use them, and the process of consultation
will provide a variety of views about what the priorities
governing the allocation of institutional resources should
be. Only those charged with the management of the institu-
tion, however, have the authority-to.decide what the priori-
ties are and what policies will be formed to underwrite
them. When this authority is not exercised, or when it is
exercised in a way that appears weak, arbitrary, or capri-
cious, the institution may drift aimlessly, act at cross-
purposes, and be subjected to considerable internal and ex-
ternal strife until decision-making power finds its way to
other, and possibly more callous, hands.

*If decisjgn makers cannot say ‘no,’ it hardly matters
how many opportunities a policy affords them to say so”
(Chait and Ford 1982, p. 46). On balance, it is equally
important to reccgnize and to act on those occasions when
it is appropriate to say ‘‘yes.”
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